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Introduction
In the last RAN4 meeting, there were some progress on BS Tx requirements for 52.6-71GHz, however there are still some remaining issue left for further final confirmation even with extensive discussions before. In this contribution, we want to share some further inputs on this issue.
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2.1.TAE requirements for MIMO, CA case

In the previous RAN4 meeting, we have reached on the following progress, in the following section, we want to elaborate more on its details. 
-	Inter-band CA: 3us.
-	Contiguous intra-band CA (baseline assumption): 65 ns for 480 kHz SCS, 32.5 ns for 960 kHz SCS. RAN4 will make final decision on February RAN4#102-e meeting.
-	Non-contiguous intra-band CA: [260 ns]. (Note: Whether the requirement need to be specified in Rel-17 specification pending on further confirmation whether NC CA is within Rel-17 scope).
-	MIMO: Option 1 baseline assumption; RAN4 will make final decision on February RAN4#102-e meeting.
-	Option 1: 65 ns for 480 kHz SCS, 32.5 ns for 960 kHz SCS.
-	Option 2: 32.5 ns for 480 kHz, 16.25 ns for 960kHz SCS.
First of all, regarding TAE requirements for MIMO case, based on our evaluation results with assumed value in option 1, around 3dB performance loss would be observed at 10% BLER, we think that performance loss is too big compared with what we had done for UTRA-FDD in [4] 20 years before. As shown in the following diagram and performance loss summary, with 1/4 Tc its performance loss is expected with 0.5dB, however for FR2-2, at least the observed performance loss is already up to around 3dB which is not reasonable assumption anymore. 
Secondly, regarding the capability of MIMO TAE calibration, in fact, the achievable performance in practice is already less than 30ps which is much less than what we defined here in 3GPP spec, to have the relaxed requirement defined in 3GPP RAN4 spec, the big consequent problems are the UE RRM MRTD requirement and potential lots of interruption on symbol level due to Rx beam sweeping.
Based on the above considerations, we still prefer to define the option 2 from both ensuring acceptable performance loss and practical achievable capability in filed. 
Proposal 1: for MIMO case, propose to define the option 2 from both ensuring acceptable performance loss and practical achievable capability in filed. 
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Regarding the intra-band contiguous CA, it should be same as MIMO case since the orthogonality for intra-band contiguous case and MIMO case should be both maintained otherwise there will lots of ISI problem.
Proposal 2: for intra-band contiguous CA, propose to define the option 2 from both ensuring acceptable performance loss and practical achievable capability in filed. 

Regarding the intra-band non-contiguous CA, at least, based on the system parameter discussions and reached agreement, it’s only focusing on intra-band contiguous CA case, therefore from our perspective, if there is no strong market demand and other corresponding RF requirement and RRM requirement defined for UE in Rel-17, this piece of intra-band non-contiguous CA TAE requirement might be not necessarily to be defined.
Proposal 3: not to define TAE requirements for intra-band non-contiguous CA in Rel-17. 

Agreement:
· Postpone consideration of the following CA/DC band combinations to the Rel-18 timeframe:
· Band combinations within FR2-2
· Band combinations among FR2-1 and FR2-2
· Limit Rel-17 consideration of FR2-2 inter-band scenarios to two bands, before studying higher order configurations, i.e., one FR1 band + one FR2-2 band.
· Also subject to availability of the regulatory framework for licensed FR2-2 band
Carrier aggregation
Agreement: Use the following as the starting point for further discussions
· Consider n x 400 MHz, n= [2, 3, 4, 5] and m x 100 MHz, m=[ 2..8] as the supported channel BW options for CA operation in unlicensed band for total bandwidths up to 2000 MHz.

Conclusions
In this contribution, we want to further considerations on each BS Tx requirements for 60GHz and some proposals and observations are made as following:
Proposal 1: for MIMO case, propose to define the option 2 from both ensuring acceptable performance loss and practical achievable capability in filed. 
Proposal 2: for intra-band contiguous CA, propose to define the option 2 from both ensuring acceptable performance loss and practical achievable capability in filed. 
Proposal 3: not to define TAE requirements for intra-band non-contiguous CA in Rel-17. 
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