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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk71723050][bookmark: _Hlk68852780][bookmark: _Hlk62048619]During RAN#90 a WID on introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation for Europe (RP-202592) was agreed. The WID was updated in RAN#94 (RP-213604). 
The objectives of the core part work item are:
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Define a new band as well as a band plan for unlicensed operation in the range 5925-6425 MHz.
· This new band shall support the EU/CEPT requirements in the 5945-6425MHz frequency range.
· Define or update (if needed) system parameters such as channel bandwidths and channel arrangements
· Define or update (if needed) transmitter and receiver characteristics requirements for the UE
· Define or update (if needed) transmitter and receiver characteristics requirements for the BS

The objective of the performance part work item is:
· Define or update (if needed) conformance requirements for BS testing.

According the work plan and original WI TU planning the WI should have been finalized. However, this has not been possible, and the WI is was extended to March 2022.
The WI objectives as well as the tasks requested by RAN is treated in this discussion.
Rapporteur input
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2201080
	Nokia
	draft TR 38.849 v0.6.0 – the document is reserved and proposed for email approval to capture agreements during RAN4#101bis-e



It is proposed to have draft TR 38.849 v0.6.0 for email approval after the meeting. At RAN4#102 the TR will be updated and suggested endorsed such that it can be submitted for approval at RAN#95.
Collection of comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	

	
	

	
	



Topic #1: Band plan
[bookmark: _Hlk62046648]The contributions and proposals/observations related to the band plan for the introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation for Europe is discussed under this topic and the contributions and relevant proposals/observations have been included in the Table 1.1. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2200910
	Apple
	Proposal 1: Consider extending the list of channel raster points so that first 20MHz, i.e. 5925-5945MHz, can be used by NR-U.
Proposal 2: The proposed change can be applied to both n102 and n96.
Proposal 3: To avoid delaying Rel-17 specification work, the corresponding changes (to both band n96 and n102) can be considered in Rel-18.

	R4-2201081
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	[bookmark: _Hlk92965050]Observation 1: The frequency range for n102 is agreed as 5925 MHz – 6425 MHz. 
Observation 2: There seems to be no reason for NOTE 8 in 38.104 and NOTE 17 in 38.101-1 in Table 5.2-1. 
Proposal 1: Align NOTE 8 in 38.104 and NOTE 17 in 38.101-1 in Table 5.2-1 to “This band is only applicable subject to regional and/or country specific restrictions”

	R4-2201083
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	TP to TR 38.849 updating clause 5.1 for the lower 6GHz band


Open issues summary
[bookmark: _Hlk68698045]Sub-topic 1-1 – Adding Raster Points for 5925-5945 MHz
As per RAN agreement the frequency range for n102 is 5925MHz to 6425 MHz. At RAN4#101 it was agreed to reuse raster points from n96. For both n46 and n96 there are no raster point enabling a channel operating in the first 20 MHz (i.e. from 5925-5945 MHz).
[bookmark: _Hlk72150240]Issue 1-1: Extending the channel raster point list for n96 and n102
Different options can be chosen if raster points are to be added to n96 and n102. 
· Proposals
· [bookmark: _Hlk86316305]Option 1a: In Rel-17 add a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102.
· Option 1b: In Rel-18 add a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102. (Moderator Note: It is not sure this agreement can be done in this WI)
· Option 2: Adding a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102 shall be further discussed.
· Option 3: Do not a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102.
· Recommended WF
· Further discusses during in 1st round.
Sub-topic 1-2 – Note for Band n102
As per RAN agreement a new band, n102, shall be defined for the frequency range 5925MHz to 6425 MHz. During the latest RAN4 meeting discussion related to NOTE 8 in 38.104 and NOTE 17 in 38.101-1 in Table 5.2-1 have been ongoing. 
Issue 1-2-1: Need for additional note for n102 
From the contributions and previous discussion, it is questioned if the note is needed or not.
· Proposals:
· Option 1: Add the NOTE (i.e. NOTE 8 and NOTE 17). The notes shall stay in the draftCRs. FFS on the wording.
· Option 2: Do not add the NOTE (i.e. NOTE 8 and NOTE 17). The notes shall be removed in the draftCRs.
· Recommended WF
· Further discusses during in 1st round.
Issue 1-2-2: Alignment between UE and Bs specification 
The notes have had different wording in the draftCRs for UE and BS. 
· Proposals:
· Option 1: Align the wording of the notes, if needed, in both BS and UE specification.
· Option 2: No need to align between BS and UE specification.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 as this would ease reading of the specification.
Issue 1-2-3: Wording of the additional note for n102 
From the contributions and previous discussion different wording of the notes have been presented.
· Proposals:
· Option 0: There is no need for the Notes.
· Option 1: Use: “This band is only applicable subject to regional and/or country specific restrictions”.
· Option 2: Other wording, please provide suggestion in comments.
· Recommended WF
· Further discusses during in 1st round.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Collection of comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-1: Comment
Issue 1-2-1: Comment
Issue 1-2-2: Comment
Issue 1-2-3: Comment

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1: Option 1b unless requirements for operations down to 5925 MHz are specified in Rel-17. then Option 1a. The extension down to 5925 MHz would be of limited value if there are no raster points for the lowest 20 MHz channel. The raster points for any other bandwidths shall not be changed. 
Issue 1-2-1: Option 1.
Issue 1-2-2: Option 1.
Issue 1-2-3: Option 2, proposed wording: “This band is applicable only in countries/regions designating this band for shared-spectrum access use subject to country-specific conditions.” The same note for all NR-U bands in all relevant specs.

	Skyworks
	Issue 1-1: We support the addition of first 20MHz (and larger BW overlapping this 20MHz) in general and allow to restrict the use by NS for Europe. However, these channels would require A-MPR study for coexistence with ITS channels (at least for FCC in n96) which may not be feasible within the R17 time frame. Unless we have a clear WF and plan this meeting it seems that this would naturally fall to R18.
Issue 1-2-1: In our view the Notes for n96 and n102 may not be necessary but if there they should be the same in UE and BS and not country specific: “This band is only applicable subject to regional and/or country specific restrictions”. Seems OK if needed at all, the shared spectrum access note 13 already exists 
Issue 1-2-2: UE and BS shall have the same note if any
Issue 1-2-3: to Ericsson: the shared spectrum access note 13 already exists for n46 and n96 and can be added to n102

	Nokia
	Issue 1-2-1: 
We prefer option 0 but given the comments in previous meetings we can also accept option 1
Issue 1-2-2: 
Option 1
Issue 1-2-3:
If it is agreed to add the Note, we support the wording in option 1.

	Apple
	Issue 1-1: 
We support enabling first 20MHz chunk for band n96 and n102 because there is no technical reason not to use it in those countries where local regulations define the unlicensed band starting at 5925MHz. As presented in our paper, it is only EU/CEPT where the unlicensed band starts at 5945MHz. As this work might require additional A-MPR checking and analysis, we are fine to conduct the corresponding studies in Rel-18. 
Issue 1-2-1: 
Our preference is not to have any NOTE, but we are also Ok to have the NOTE with the generic wording similar to band n96.
Issue 1-2-2: 
Issue 1-2-3: 
If the NOTE is added, then Option 2 to align the wording with band n96.

	MediaTek 
	Issue 1-1: 
We share similar view as Skyworks. 
Issue 1-2-1: 
Our original preference is not to have NOTE, but we are okay with SKWS’s suggestion above. 
 

	CHTTL
	Issue 1-2-1: 
Option 1.
Issue 1-2-2: 
Option 1.
Issue 1-2-3: 
Option 1 or Option 2 as the wording proposed by Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1:  Option 2, further discussion.  The regulatory requirements where countries wishing to deploy at the lower edge of the band should be clear.  
Issue 1-2-1:  This note is similar to the note 14 (38.101-1) for Band n96.  In thread 102, we commented that the note is unnecessary and actually misleading.  Having a note just for one or a few bands implies that the note does not apply to bands that don’t have the note.  But it is always the case for every band that they are subject to regional or country-specific restrictions.  Hence, we should either apply the note to all bands or remove it altogether.  We should probably treat the two bands in the same way.
Issue 1-2-3:  Option 0, but we shouldn’t let that hold up completion of the band if that’s the only remaining issue.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-1-1:
Before the discussing the introduction of first 20MH in both n96 and n102 in Rel-17 or Rel-18, it’s better to review how much work should need to be done,  e.g.  channel raster, sync raster, whether additional NS value are needed for other countries.
From our understanding, if we have lots of extra work to be done and we have only one meeting left in Rel-17 for the core part completion, it’s better to be discussed later on. 
Issue 1-2-1:
Regarding the note for n102, it’s better to be generic instead of specific to certain countries which could also allow other regions or countries to use it,  otherwise it might put some  clear implication that other countries cannot use it and make the market fragmentation at the end. 
Issue 1-2-2:
Support the option 1 to align BS and UE spec to avoid the misunderstanding.
Issue 1-2-2:
Both option 1 and option 2 are fine for us.




CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2201083
	Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell Type: TP
Title: TP to TR 38.849 updating clause 5.1 for the lower 6GHz band

	
	ZTE: fine with that.

	
	Ericsson - agreed.

	
	Skyworks: Once 100MHz is added to n96 it should be added to n102

	
	Apple: Ok


Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 1-1
	Candidate options:
It seems all companies are okay to further discuss adding a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102. However, multiple companies point out that we only have 1 meeting left for the WI and it might be needed to shift this work to Rel. 18. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discussion and drafting a WF to capture agreements, if any, on adding a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102

	Issue 1-2-1
	Candidate options:
Multiple companies did not see a need for a note but were okay with having one if it was using generic text and not country specific,
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Agree to add NOTE 8 in 38.104 and NOTE 17 in 38.101-1 in Table 5.2-1. Exact wording is FFS. Agreement to be captured in WF on introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation.

	Issue 1-2-2
	Candidate options:
All companies wanted to align the wording of NOTE 8 in 38.104 and NOTE 17 in 38.101-1 in Table 5.2-1.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Agree that the wording of NOTE 8 in 38.104 and NOTE 17 in 38.101-1 in Table 5.2-1 shall be the same. Agreement to be captured in WF on introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation.

	Issue 1-2-3
	Candidate options:
Multiple suggestions for alternative wording are provided:
· Alt. 1: “This band is only applicable subject to regional and/or country specific restrictions”.
· Alt. 2: “This band is applicable only in countries/regions designating this band for shared-spectrum access use subject to country-specific conditions.”.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Given the provided comments that the restriction to shared spectrum (i.e. Note 13) already applies to band n102. It is wanted to check if we can compromise to the Alt. 1 wording. 



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
Open issues 
Issue 1-5-1: Extending the channel raster point list for n96 and n102
It is suggested to facilitate discussion based on a WF to capture agreements, if any, on adding a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102 
Is the provided WF agreeable?
	Company
	YES/NO
	Comments 

	Company A
	
	Comments (E.g. YES to version x.x)

	Qualcomm
	Maybe
	WF isn’t available yet so not able to comment YES or NO, but in general, we think that emission requirements below the band or other restrictions may need to be further considered as well as potential impact to A-MPR’s.  The proposal to discuss the lower channel rasters for n96 and n102 in Rel-18 seems reasonable given the short time remaining in Rel-17.

	Skyworks
	Yes
	Based on that let’s evaluate the amount of work that can be covered during the meetings left in R17



Issue 1-5-2: Wording of the additional note for n102 
From the contributions and previous discussion different wording of the notes have been presented.
· Alt. 1: “This band is only applicable subject to regional and/or country specific restrictions”.
· Alt. 2: “This band is applicable only in countries/regions designating this band for shared-spectrum access use subject to country-specific conditions.”.
This will be discussed in thread [102]
Summary for 2nd round 
Issue 1-5-1: Extending the channel raster point list for n96 and n102
A WF have been created to capture how to progress this issue.
Issue 1-5-2: Wording of the additional note for n102 
This issue is handled in the [101-bis-e][102] NR_6GHz_unlic_full thread. The wording will be kept in [] in this thread until resolved.
TBD
Topic #2: UE related
[bookmark: _Hlk62064293]Discussions related to how the introduction of unlicensed operation in the range 5945-6425 MHz for the UE specification shall be treated. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2200430
	Apple, Skyworks Solutions Inc., MediaTek Inc.
	DRAFT CR (Complete draftCR to introduce n102)


	R4-2200849
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: for operations in the EU, unwanted emissions requirements for n102 is specified in accordance with EN 303 687 including at least the limits for LPI (Low Power Indoor) devices.

	R4-2200850
	Ericsson
	DRAFT CR (Partial draftCR to introduce n102)

	R4-2200429
	Apple
	Proposal 1a: Re-use 3GPP band n102 for Morocco and UAE.
Proposal 1b: Existing NS_01 can be re-used for LPI in Morocco and UAE.
Proposal 2: Include the summary of the required NS values into TR 38.849.

	R4-2200431
	Apple
	TP adding Summary of NS values to the TR 38.849

	R4-2201854
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	There are requirements that are specific to Europe that may not be applicable (or may differ) outside of Europe, it is necessary to distinguish these by NS.  Until requirements for deployment outside of Europe are available, the general requirements under NS_01 are applicable



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1 – Introduction to 38.101-1
Given the short time to intended completion of this WI the following will focus on how to organise CR drafting.   
Issue 2-1: CR drafting for 38.101-1
· Proposals
· Option 1: Merge R4-2200430 and R4-2200850 and use this as draft Big CR for 38.101-1. 
· Option 2: Further discuss work split for CR drafting. 
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 – Sourcing companies can be further discussed.
Sub-topic 2-1 – NS definition
Different input/contributions have been provided on the NS definition for n102.   
Issue 2-2: NS for non-EU deployments
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use NS_01 at least for Morocco and UAE. 
· Option 2: Use NS_01 for non-EU deployments if no requirements are available needing the definition of a specific NS.
· Option 3: NS for non-EU deployments is FFS. 
· Recommended WF
· Option 2 – This seems to be the normal procedure to use the general requirements (i.e. NS_01) if no specific requirements mandates a NS to be defined.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub-topic 3-1 - Out-of-band blocking
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Issue 2-1: Comment
Issue 2-2: Comment

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1: Option 2. But no need to further discuss the work split. RAN4#101-e agreed to use a running CR for 38.101-1, which was subsequently endorsed in R4-2119861. This should be used as the baseline for further changes. 
Issue 2-2: Option 3. The unwanted emissions requirements for Morocco and UAE are unclear. Even if not specified explicitly in the respective decisions to making the band 5925-6425 MHz available for WAS/RLAN, unwanted emissions requirements apply. (For CEPT countries the ERC Rec. 74-01 is used in the absence of other requirements.)


	Skyworks:
	Issue 2-1: No strong opinion on merge vs split. Once 100MHz is added to n96 it should be added to n102
Issue 2-2: Use NS_01 for non-EU deployments (including for Marocco and UAE)  if no requirements are available needing the definition of a specific NS. At least coexistence with EU rail ITS or coexistence with other ITS channels is not specified with specific emissions requirements.

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1: 
Option 1
Issue 2-2: 
Option 2

	Apple
	Issue 2-1: 
Option 1, but we cannot see a big difference between merge or split because eventually all agreements will be merged into the draft running CR irrespective of the fact who makes the technically correct contribution.
@Ericsson: Our CR is based on the CR endorsed from the last meeting with further improvements and corrections. 
Issue 2-2: 
Option 1 or Option 2. In fact, Option 1 is the logical outcome from Option 2.
@Ericsson: Neither Morocco nor UAE have any specific out-of-band emission requirements as stated in the corresponding regulatory documents. And at least these countries do not have any ITS band either. Should a particular country has specific requirements, a new NS value will be of course defined. 

	MediaTek 
	Issue 2-1: 
Regarding options, no significant difference. Maybe to consider option 1 if it is majority view. 
Issue 2-2: 
Option 1 or Option 2.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1:  Option 1 is fine
Issue 2-2:  Any of these options is ok, but option 2 is preferred.  If there are country-specific requirements or the requirements are simply not yet available, of course, the band cannot be deployed there just using NS_01.



CRs/TPs comments collection
For close-to-finalize WIs and maintenance work, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For ongoing WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2200430
	Source: Apple, Skyworks Solutions Inc., MediaTek Inc Type: draftCR
Title: Introduction of the lower 6GHz unlicensed band

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Ericsson – the running CR agreed in R4-2119861 should be used as a baseline for changes, this avoid further checking of changes already agreed.
Technical comments: presumably, the A-MPR in 6.2F.3.y1 only applies for resource allocation type 2 (interlaced transmission), which should be stated. For resource allocation type 1 the MPR is also governed by the allowed TX PSD (10 dBm/MHz for LPI) for smaller partial allocations. The same is true for MPR in general for any NR-U band.
The additional requirements in 6.5F.3.3.x are not correct, the -22 dBm/MHz only applies in the out-of-band domain. The requirements could be specified as proposed in R4-2200850 for example (but using the correct upper limit 5935 MHz below the band).

	
	Nokia – it is suggested to revise this draftCR to incorporate agreements at this meeting.

	
	Apple
@Ericsson: The A-MPR values are taken from the 6GHz TR, which are in turn based on the A-MPR values contributed by Qualcomm and Apple simulated for interlaced and full allocations. If Ericsson is not Ok with the proposed A-MPR values, then we welcome the A-MPR simulation results. 

	
	Qualcomm: As a minor comment, the dCR is written in such a way that the -33 dBm blocking requirement is generally applicable for this band rather than only for Europe.  Is that the intention?  As an even more minor comment, the NS for refsens should be specified.  Maybe NS_01 could be used.

	R4-2200850
	Source: Ericsson Type: draftCR
Title: Unwanted emissions requirements for Band n102

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Ericsson – note that there is a typo, the limits in the lower table should be 5945 – FOOB ≤ f ≤ 5935.

	
	Nokia – It is suggested to merge this to a revision of R4-2200430

	
	Apple: The proposed emission requirements are not clear. The EU regulations define emission requirements as below -22dBm/MHz for frequencies below 5935MHz. However, according to the Ericsson CR emission requirements are defined as step function with -22 and -30dBm/MHz not only for the lower but also for the upper frequencies. So, it is not clear where -30dBm/MHz comes from and why we have emission requirements for upper frequencies. 

	
	Qualcomm:  We need more time to check the proposal.

	R4-2200431
	Source: Apple Type: TP
Title: TP for TR 38.849

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Ericsson – not agreed. The unwanted emissions limits outside 5925-6525 MHz for Morocco and UAE should be stated/clarified before any decision to use the NS_01.

	
	Apple: 
@Ericsson: Morocco and UAE do not any specific unwanted emission requirements for frequencies outside the NR-U band. Please check the corresponding regulatory documents.



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 2.1
	Candidate options:
It seems all companies are okay to use a merge version of R4-2200430 and R4-2200850 since R4-2200430 based on the “Running CR” as agreed last meeting.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further work on a revision of R4-2200430 to be approved as “Running CR”

	Issue 2.2
	Candidate options:
It seems companies can support one of the options below:
· Option 2: Use NS_01 for non-EU deployments if no requirements are available needing the definition of a specific NS.
· Option 3: NS for non-EU deployments is FFS. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss if Option 2 can be accepted, if not Option 3 is the default agreement.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
Open issues 
Issue 2-5-1: NS for non-EU deployments
· Proposals
· Option 2: Use NS_01 for non-EU deployments if no requirements are available needing the definition of a specific NS.
· Option 3: NS for non-EU deployments is FFS. 
· Which option can be supported?
	Company
	Option 2 or 3?
	Comments 

	Company A
	
	Comments 

	Nokia
	2
	We are okay to use this as a general assumption.

	Ericsson
	3
	The unwanted emissions requirements applicable outside the range 5925-6425 MHz must be clarified before a decision taken. Even if the national decision to making the band available for WAS/RLAN/SRD, something applies outside band. For the UK, the allocation in 5925-6425 MHz is SRD under the IR, in which unwanted emissions are normally not specified. Then either the ERC 74-01 (-30 dBm/MHz) or an EN applies below 5925 MHz.
Moreover, there should be no EIRP PSD limit (for Morocco there is none).
For 5945-6425 MHz, the emissions limit is -22 dBm/MHz in the out-of-band range and -30 dBm/MHz in the spurious range. This is also captured in the draft EN 303 687. For n102 and LPI, this means that -30 dBm/MHz can be specified below 5945 – FOOB MHz and a -22 dBm/MHz below 5935 MHz, which would be compliant with EN 303 687.


	Qualcomm
	3
	We are a little concerned that “no requirements are available” is the same as 3GPP should proceed with only the general requirements (NS_01).  There is some similarity to a discussion for licensed 6 GHz in RCC countries where RAN4 is trying to decide how to define the specs when “no requirements are available”.
For the -30 dBm/MHz spurious emission from R4-2200850, it should be covered by general spurious emissions which is -30 dBm/MHz in that frequency range.

	Apple
	2 and 3
	It seems that these two options are not mutually exclusive or we read them in a different way.
If a particular country does not have, yet, the 6GHz regulatory requirements, then it is obviously FFS which NS will be used or whether a new one will be added. However, if a particular country has already published the regulatory requirements with no specific PSD or emission requirements, then NS_01 can be re-used (e.g. Morocco, UAE).



Summary for 2nd round 
Issue 2-5-1: NS for non-EU deployments
TBDThe only WF it seems we can get is that NS for non-EU deployments is FFS. The WF have been updated to capture this. 
Topic #4: BS related
Discussions related to how the introduction of unlicensed operation in the range 5945-6425 MHz for the BS specification shall be treated. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2201082
	Nokia, ZTE Corporation
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2201474
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: to reuse the MU/TT values of n96 for EU band 102.

	R4-2201475
	ZTE Corporation
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2201476
	ZTE Corporation
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2201918
	Ericsson
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2201928
	Huawei
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2201929
	Huawei
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2201998
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2202001
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	DRAFT CR

	R4-2202002
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	DRAFT CR



Open issues summary
Most of the BS related issues have been resolved the remaining is discussed in the following and given the short time to intended completion of this WI focus is on CR drafting.
[bookmark: _Hlk92968344]Sub-topic 3-1 - MU/TT values for n102
It is proposed in R4-2201474 to reuse MU/TT values of n96 for EU band n102.
Issue 3-1: MU/TT values for n102
· Proposals
· Option 1: Reuse MU/TT values of n96 for n102
· Option 2: MU/TT values for n102 should be further discussed
· Recommended WF
· To be further discussed during in 1st round. 
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Collection of comments:
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Issue 3-1: Comment

	Ericsson
	Issue 3-1: Option 1 given the time available for completion of this WI. However, this should not imply that this MU/TT value is copied for other bands specified in this frequency range without exercising due diligence.

	Nokia
	Issue 3-1: Option 1

	ZTE
	Issue 3-1:
Support the option 1 since band 102 is totally falling within the n96, then MU and TT could be reused.


	
	


CRs/TPs comments collection
For close-to-finalize WIs and maintenance work, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For ongoing WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2201082
	Source: Nokia, ZTE Corporation Type: draftCR
Title: Running CR for 38.104 to add n102

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Ericsson: is this an update of the running CR endorsed in R4-2119862? 

	
	Nokia – it is suggested to revise this draftCR to incorporate agreements at this meeting.

	
	

	R4-2201475
	Source: ZTE Corporation Type: draftCR
Title: draft CR to TS38.141-2 the introduction of EU unlicensed band n102

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Ericsson – agreeable given the time available for completion of this WI (the MU/TT items).

	
	Nokia – changes not relevant to n102 should not be in this CR

	R4-2201476
	Source: ZTE Corporation Type: draftCR
Title: draft CR to TS36.104 the introduction of EU unlicensed band n102

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Nokia – changes not relevant to n102 should not be in this CR

	
	

	R4-2201918
	Source: Ericsson Type: draftCR
Title: draft CR 37.105 on Introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation for Europe

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Nokia – why MR class is excluded, e.g. in Table 10.6.4.2-1?

	
	ZTE: 
In Table 10.6.4.2-1 for n102, why the requirement for medium range is not applicable?  For the rest of part is fine for us.

	R4-2201928
	Source: Huawei Type: draftCR
Title: draftCR to 37.145-1 - adding band n102

	
	Company - Comment

	
	ZTE: 
Okay for us.

	
	

	R4-2201929
	Source: Huawei Type: draftCR
Title: draftCR to 37.145-2 - adding band n102

	
	Company - Comment

	
	Nokia – changes not relevant to n102 should not be in this CR

	
	ZTE:
Table 6.7.6.5.5.3-1: n102 is missing.

	R4-2201998
	Source: Nokia Type: draftCR
Title: draft CR to 37.104 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements

	
	Company - Comment

	
	ZTE
Table 6.6.1.3.1-1:  This is not applicable to BS operating in Band 46,
Since band 46 is also not introduced in MSR spec, not sure whether we need to add this note?  Maybe it’s better to be removed.

	
	

	R4-2202001
	Source: Nokia Type: draftCR
Title: draft CR to 37.141 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements

	
	Company - Comment

	
	ZTE:
Table 6.6.1.5.5-1: the same comments as R4-2201998.

	
	

	R4-2202002
	Source: Nokia Type: draftCR
Title: draft CR to 36.141 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements

	
	Company - Comment

	
	ZTE:okay for us.

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 3-1
	Candidate options:
All companies are okay to Reuse MU/TT values of n96 for n102.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Agree to reuse MU/TT values of n96 for n102 agreement to be captured in WF on introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
Open issues 
TBDOnly draftCRs and they will be treated via email. 
Summary for 2nd round 
TBDNone

Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	R4-2202249 WF on introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation
	Nokia
	WF to capture agreements in this summary

	R4-2202250 WF on adding a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102
	Apple
	

	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2200429
	Overview of the Region 1 countries implementing lower 6GHz unlicensed band
	Apple
	Noted
	

	R4-2201080
	draft TR 38.849 v0.6.0
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Return To
	Need to capture the agreeable TPs. A draft version will be made available in 2nd round.

	R4-2200910
	On channel rasters for the 6GHz unlicensed band
	Apple
	Noted
	

	R4-2201081
	On band definition for the lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2200430
	Introduction of the lower 6GHz unlicensed band
	Apple, Skyworks Solutions Inc., MediaTek Inc.
	Revised
	To be used as “Running CR” for 38.101-1. Need to include also Ericsson in source since R4-2200850 are to be merged into the revision

	R4-2200849
	Unwanted emissions requirements for lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation for Europe
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2200850
	Unwanted emissions requirements for Band n102
	Ericsson
	Merged
	To be merged to the revision of R4-2200430

	R4-2201854
	NS signaling, MPR, and A-MPR for the 5925 – 6425 MHz NR-U band
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2201082
	Running CR for 38.104 to add n102
	Nokia, ZTE Corporation
	Revised
	To be used as “Running CR” for 38.104

	R4-2201474
	Discussion on MU for EU band n102
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2201475
	draft CR to TS38.141-2 the introduction of EU unlicensed band n102
	ZTE Corporation
	Revised
	Revised to capture comments from 1st round

	R4-2201476
	draft CR to TS36.104 the introduction of EU unlicensed band n102
	ZTE Corporation
	Revised
	Revised to capture comments from 1st round

	R4-2201918
	draft CR 37.105 on Introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation for Europe
	Ericsson
	Revised
	Revised to capture comments from 1st round

	R4-2201928
	draftCR to 37.145-1 - adding band n102
	Huawei
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2201929
	draftCR to 37.145-2 - adding band n102
	Huawei
	Revised
	Revised to capture comments from 1st round

	R4-2201998
	draft CR to 37.104 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	Revised to capture comments from 1st round

	R4-2200431
	TP for TR 38.849
	Apple
	Revised
	Revised to capture comments from 1st round

	R4-2201083
	TP to TR 38.849 updating clause 5.1 for the lower 6GHz band
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2202001
	draft CR to 37.141 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	Revised to capture comments from 1st round

	R4-2202002
	draft CR to 36.141 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2202249
	WF on introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation
	Nokia
	Agreeable
	No comments have been received on the WF

	R4-2202250
	WF on adding a 20 MHz channel opportunity (Channel and Sync raster point) in the 5925-5945 MHz range for n96 and n102
	Apple
	Agreeable
	The WF proposes to revisit this issue in Rel-18

	R4-2201080
	draft TR 38.849 v0.6.0
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	The TR includes the agreeable TPs

	R4-2202251
	Introduction of the lower 6GHz unlicensed band
	Apple, Skyworks Solutions Inc., MediaTek Inc.
	Return To
	Ericsson have some concerns

	R4-2202252
	Running CR for 38.104 to add n102
	Nokia, ZTE Corporation
	Return To
	The band note under discussion have been added as TBD.

	R4-2202253
	draft CR to TS38.141-2 the introduction of EU unlicensed band n102
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	Comments from 1st round have been addressed.

	R4-2202254
	draft CR to TS36.104 the introduction of EU unlicensed band n102
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	Comments from 1st round have been addressed.

	R4-2202255
	draft CR 37.105 on Introduction of lower 6GHz NR unlicensed operation for Europe
	Ericsson
	Agreeable
	Comments from 1st round have been addressed.

	R4-2202256
	draftCR to 37.145-2 - adding band n102
	Huawei
	Agreeable
	Comments from 1st round have been addressed.

	R4-2202257
	draft CR to 37.104 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	Comments from 1st round have been addressed.

	R4-2202259
	draft CR to 37.141 on introduction of n102 co-existence requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	Comments from 1st round have been addressed.

	R4-2202258
	TP for TR 38.849
	Apple
	Agreeable
	Comments from 1st round have been addressed.



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

Annex 
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Nokia
	Johannes Hejselbaek
	Johannes.hejselbaek@nokia.com

	Ericsson
	Christian Bergljung
	Christian.Bergljung@ericsson.com

	Apple
	Alex Sayenko
	asayenko@apple.com

	Qualcomm
	Gene Fong
	gfong@qti.qualcomm.com

	
	
	



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)

