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Introduction
During previous RAN e-meetings, the issue about consolidation of the basket WIs for R18 was raised. The intention is to reduce the redundancy and avoid the conflict of CR/draft CRs across the basket WIs and to reduce the RAN4 and MCC workload to maintain the big number of WIs.
In RAN4#101-e, the discussions were triggered and potential agreement on the solutions was reached, which is Alternative 1C and captured in R4-2119940. In RAN#95-e more input was provided. In this email thread, the further discussion is organized in order to facilitate the upcoming RAN to approve R18 basket WIs.
The following two tdocs will be discussed under this email thread. The other proposed WIs are just for information.
· R4-2208680	Handling of RAN4 band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18
· R4-2209522	Release 18 baskets for two band and three band BC with UL configurations including intra-band ULCA
Topic #1: NR CA and DC basket WIs
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2208680
	ZTE
	Proposa1 1: 1BUL and 2BUL could be merged, i.e. merged into xBUL (x=1,2)
Proposa1 2: Only one basket WID for SUL and V2X in Rel-18, respectively.
Proposa1 4: The NR CA/DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18 are proposed
Proposa1 5: The DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18 are proposed

	R4-2209486
	Ericsson
	new WID Additional LTE bands for UE category M1_M2 _NB1_NB2 in Rel-18
<Moderator>: Rel-18 WID, to be discussed in AI 14.1


Open issues summary
In RAN4#101-e the potential agreements on the solution to consolidate R18 basket WIs are
· Alternative1c: 
· LTECA
· LTE_CA_R17_xBDL_1BUL to include all the legacy LTE baskets with one UL band
· LTE_CA_R17_xBDL_2BUL to include all the legacy LTE baskets with two ULbands
· NR CA/DC
· NR_CAR_17_intra 
· NR_CADC_R17_2BDL_xBUL
· NR_CADC_R17_3BDL_xBUL to include NR_CA_R17_3BDL_1BUL and NR_CADC_R17_3BDL_2BUL
· NR_CADC_R17_4BDL_xBUL to include NR_CA_R17_4BDL_1BUL and NR_CAD_CR17_4BDL_2BUL
· NR_CADC_R17_5BDL_xBUL
· MRDC 
· DC_R17_3BLTE_1BNR_4DL2UL + DC_R17_4BLTE_1BNR_5DL2UL + DC_R17_5BLTE_1BNR_6DL2UL can be merged to one basket WI
· =>more than 2 LTE bands + 1NR band with one LTE UL + one NR UL
· DC_R17_xBLTE_yBNR_3DL3UL + DC_R17_xBLTE_2BNR_yDL3UL can be merged to one basket WI 
· =>more than 1 LTE bands + 1 NR FR1 band + one NR FR2 band with one LTE UL+ one NR FR1 UL + one NR FR2 UL
· DC_R17_xBLTE_3BNR_yDL2UL + DC_R17_xBLTE_4BNR_yDL2UL
·  =>X LTE bands + more than 2 NR bands	with one LTE UL + one NR UL
Sub-topic 1-1 1band UL and 2 band UL
Issue 1-1: Merge basket WIs with 1 band UL and 2 band UL
· Proposal: 1BUL and 2BUL could be merged, i.e. merged into xBUL (x=1,2)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-2 SUL and V2X
Issue 1-2: Basket WID for SUL and V2X in Rel-18
· Proposal: Only one basket WID for SUL and V2X in Rel-18, respectively
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-3 NR CA/DC
Issue 1-3: NR CA/DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18
· Proposal: The NR CA/DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18 are proposed
	Existing Rel-17 NR CA band combination basket WIDs
	Proposed NR CA/DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18

	PC3
	Other than PC3
	(power class agnostic)

	Intra-band NR CA 
	TDD Intra-band NR CA
	Intra-band NR CA 

	Inter-band CA/DC: 
2BDL/xBUL (x=1,2) 
	Inter-band NR CA:
2BUL (PC2), 1BUL(PC1.5)

	Inter-band CA/DC: 2BDL/xBUL (x=1,2)


	Inter-band CA: 3BDL/1BUL
	Inter-band NR CA: 
x (x>2) bands DL and y (y=1, 2) bands UL

	Inter-band CA/DC: yBDL/xBUL (x=1,2, y=3, 4, 5)


	Inter-band CA/DC: 3BDL/2BUL 
	
	

	Inter-band CA: 4BDL/1BUL 
	
	

	Inter-band CA/DC: 4BDL/2BUL 
	
	


· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-4 LTE-NR DC
Issue 1-4: LTE-NR DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18
· Proposal: The DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18 are proposed
	Existing Rel-17 basket WIDs
	Proposed DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18

	PC3
	Other than PC3
	power class agnostic

	2BUL
	1BLTE+1BNR 
	1BLTE+1BNR
	1BLTE+1BNR 

	2BUL
	2BLTE+1BNR
	xBLTE + yBNR DL (x= 2, 3, 4, y=1; x=1, 2, y=2)
	xBLTE + 1BNR (x= 2, 3, 4, 5)



	2BUL
	3BLTE+1BNR
	
	

	2BUL
	4BLTE+1BNR
	
	

	2BUL
	5BLTE+1BNR
	
	

	2BUL
	xBLTE+2BNR (x=1,2,3,4)  
	
	xBLTE+2BNR (x=1, 2 , 3, 4) 

	2BUL
	xBLTE+3BNR (x=1,2,3) 
	
	xBLTE+yBNR (x=1, 2, 3, y>2 , x+y≤6)


	2BUL
	xBLTE+4BNR (x=1,2) 
	
	

	3BUL
	xBLTE+yBNR (x=1,2, y=3-x) 
	
	xBLTE+yBNR (x=1, 2, 3, 4, y=1, 2; x+y≥3)


	3BUL
	xBLTE+2BNR (x=2,3,4)
	
	


· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-5 LTE basket WIs
Issue 1-5-1: how to consolidate LTE basket WIs
· Companies can provide the proposals.

[bookmark: _Hlk102138160]Issue 1-5-2: new WID Additional LTE bands for UE category M1_M2 _NB1_NB2 in Rel-18
Proposal
Option 1:  For RAN4 information only, no action is needed.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 1-1 1band UL and 2 band UL
	Company
	Comments

	NokiaXXX
	We support the proposal to avoid overlapping CRs which have proven problematic with the Rel-17 basket arrangement for MCC to implement correctly. 

	ZTE
	We are the proponent of this proposal. Merging 1UL/2UL into xBUL (x=1,2) can solve many problems like requesting, overlapping big CRs, fallback issues in the proponent TPs/draft CRs, etc.

	Meta
	Support the proposal

	Samsung
	Support to this direction

	Vodafone
	Support the proposal.

	LGE
	Support this approach to reduce number of Basket WI in Rel-18.

	CHTTL
	We understand the effort of the 1UL and 2UL rapporteur. But actually the issue is due to the result of not following the basket approach rules that 1DL CA needs to be completed (about to be completed) before requesting 2UL as in approved WFs below:
R4-156850	New CA WI approaches from Rel14 onwards NTT DOCOMO, INC
R4-158245	On new CA WI approach NTT DOCOMO, INC
Below copied from R4-158245:
	- Specifications for the fallback CA configuration shall be already completed or going to be completed before CA configuration of 2DL/2UL CA is proposed in this basket WI for 2DL/2UL.
	- That means whenever CA configurations for 2DL/2UL CA are proposed, the fallback CA configurations are already specified or the specifications are going to be completed.
	Example
Provided that CA_1A-2A for 2DL/2UL CA is newly proposed where CA_1A-2A for 2DL/1UL is the fallback CA configuration. This CA_1A-2A for 2DL/1UL shall be already specified or the specification be going to be completed before CA_1A-2A for 2DL/2UL is proposed.
So when merging 1UL and 2UL, maybe it will be good to clarify the above rule is still valid or not?

	China Telecom
	We support this proposal to merge 1BULand 2BUL into one basket WI.

	Verizon
	Support!

	T-Mobile USA
	We support the proposal which will reduce redundancy and avoid problems we have seen in the past. 
Thanks to CHTTL for the process references. We weren’t aware of those process requirements. (I was working for a positioning company in 2015 😊), Personally we would prefer to not be required to complete NBDL/1BUL prior to NBDL/2BUL. It seems more efficient in terms of workload to work both 1BUL and 2BUL at the same time.   

	Huawei
	In general, we are OK with this proposal which is aligned with the previous agreement Alternative1c. For clarification, we think this is just for NR CA, not applicable for LTE CA.

	Qualcomm
	We are OK with proposal. Same question as Huawei, the proposal would only be applicable for NR CA, not for LTE CA?

	Ericsson
	We support merging 1UL and 2UL into same basket WI.

	AT&T
	Fully support. Need NR and LTE WIs to follow the same approach. We do not agree that LTE CA should continue to separate 1UL and 2UL WIDs.

	Apple
	We are okay with the proposal. Any anticipation for 2UL CA in FR1 + 1UL in FR2?


 
Sub topic 1-2 SUL and V2X
	Company
	Comments

	NokiaXXX
	We support the proposal.

	ZTE
	Support.

	Meta
	Support the proposal. This is band combination WI for each SUL and V2X, respectively

	Vodafone
	Fine with the proposal.

	LGE
	Support this proposal with understanding that there will be separate single WI for each SUL and V2X

	Verizon
	Support!

	Huawei
	We support the proposal, i.e. One basket WI for SUL and one basket WI for V2X.

	Qualcomm
	Support

	Apple
	Okay with the proposal


 
Sub topic 1-3 NR CA/DC
	Company
	Comments

	NokiaXXX
	We can support the proposal.
The reason is that e.g., 3BDL_2BUL requires MSD analysis which requires more technical analysis but still NR_CA_R17_3BDL_1BUL must be handled together due to the strong commonality of the content and to avoid overlapping CRs which have proven problematic with the Rel-17 basket arrangement for MCC to implement correctly.
Clarification
The number of UL and DL bands is independent from the number of FR2 bands included in the band configurations. If this is a common understanding, it’s better to agree with it explicitly. 

	ZTE
	For Nokia’s clarification:
Currently, only 2 bands UL up to 5 DL bands are considered for NR CA/DC combination in our proposal, where 2 bands UL are: FR1 band + FR1 band, FR1 band+FR2 band and FR2 band + FR2 band. 
Our understanding for the Nokia’s clarification is for more than 2 bands DL like: FR1 band +  FR1 band + FR2 band (+FR2 band+ FR2 band + ...), or FR1 band + FR2 band + FR2 band. Similar case for UL.
If our understanding is correct, then we may need to come up with a method how to specific the total bands number for UL and DL.


	Meta
	Generally, we think that this is good approach to treat one WI for the variable Power classes for NR CA/DC UE. 
Is the power class agonistic will applied to up to PC1.5 UE (including PC2, PC3) for NR CA/DC? RAN4 need to discuss the regulatory power limitation in the specific bands for each region. 

	Samsung
	Thanks for ZTE’s further optimization on the Alternative 1c of R4-2119940.
1.   We suggest to separate the WI with technical issue and WI without technical issue, the highlighted WIs below (which include MSD analysis) better be separated (dedicated) WI, i.e. a dedicated WI for Inter-band CA/DC 3 bands with 1/2 UL
However if go with this way, we also identify it will be difficult to merge “PC3 WI” with “other than PC3 WI”.
2.   We suggest to remove TR for the no technical issue WI, accordingly TP should not be used for these WIs.
	Existing Rel-17 NR CA band combination basket WIDs
	Proposed NR CA/DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18

	PC3
	Other than PC3
	(power class agnostic)

	Intra-band NR CA 
	TDD Intra-band NR CA
	Intra-band NR CA 

	Inter-band CA/DC: 
2BDL/xBUL (x=1,2) 
	Inter-band NR CA:
2BUL (PC2), 1BUL(PC1.5)

	Inter-band CA/DC: 2BDL/xBUL (x=1,2)


	Inter-band CA: 3BDL/1BUL
	Inter-band NR CA: 
x (x>2) bands DL and y (y=1, 2) bands UL

	Inter-band CA/DC: yBDL/xBUL (x=1,2, y=3, 4, 5)


	Inter-band CA/DC: 3BDL/2BUL 
	
	

	Inter-band CA: 4BDL/1BUL 
	
	

	Inter-band CA/DC: 4BDL/2BUL 
	
	

	Inter-band CA/DC: 5BDL/xBUL (x=1,2)
	
	




	Vodafone
	Support the proposal and the power class agnostic approach.

	LGE
	We support this proposal that can reduce number of basket WI for NR CA/DC to 1/2.

	CHTTL
	If our memory is correct, except the basket WI dedicated for PC2, all of the current basket NR CA/DC WIs are already power class agnostic, as there is no power class information in those work item descriptions. So if we go with this direction, it will be good to clarify the power class support in the WID, since not all of the power class can be supported for the uplink NR CA/DC.

	China Telecom
	We have different opinion on this proposal. The spec impact for power class 3 and power class 2/1.5 are different, The power class2/1.5 combinations requirements as defined in dedicate as discussed and introduced in Rel-17 HPUE WIs, which includes e.g. power class indicated in the configuration table by note, harmonic for PC2 aggressor, cross isolation for PC2 aggressor , MSD for PC2(23+23)/PC1.5(26+26). So from this point, to merge them together, we don’t see any work load reduced, except of simply merging two CRs into single one. But we shall also consider the contents for one big CR which may be very large, as the requests for 2BDL and 3BDL are most popular. 
To summarize, making the basket WI power class agnostic has no benefit to workloads except of CR numbers. But the cost will be as mentioned by CHTTL, all the basket WIs need power class clarification when companies request. To reduce the CR numbers, other merging way, e.g. merge all power class 2/1.5 into one basket WI could be an alternative option.     

	Verizon
	Agree with CHTTL and China Telecom! 
The work for the high-power class has been involved in different power frameworks (e.g., Case A, B, C and D for PC2 in TR 38.841), and this may be different from PC3. Making power class agnostic would not help to lower down the workloads.  

	T-Mobile USA
	We are fine with the proposed baskets for NR DC in general, but not sure about the power class aspect. 
To CHTTL: Our understanding is that most of the legacy basket WIDS are not power class agnostic, but are PC3. All MSD for the non PC2/PC1.5 baskets is based on PC3 for each band and UL CA combination.  
We think that “power class agnostic” is probably a not the best terminology for what we are discussing, because the required MSD analysis can’t really be power class agnostic. We think that “power class inclusive” might be a better term to indicate that the WI is not just for PC3, as the original legacy baskets were. 
Verizon raises an interesting point about the PC2/PC1.5 WI considering Case A, B, C and D. If we got with a “power class inclusive approach” these cases will need to be considered.  

	Huawei
	Right now, operators are requesting many NR CA/ DC band combinations. If we include 3, 4, 5 DL bands and different power class into one basket, the amount of band combinations are huge. Thus, it’s better to follow the previous alternative 1c to separate NR CA/ DC baskets for different DL band numbers.
We support Samsung’s proposal that WIs can be separated according to those w/ or w/o technical issues, and for latter ones, no need to have dedicated TR. 
Regarding power agnostic, we agree with China Telecom. One of the purpose of combining the WIs is to reduce the workload of rapporteurs, and to facilitate preparing the big CRs, however, the affected requirements for PC3 and HPUE (PC2, PC1.5) are different, pretending to be a single WI does not help too much for the rapporteur’s work. Alternative option by CTC with HPUE in a separate WI is preferred by us. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree with China telecom regarding the power agnostic. We should note that PC2/PC1.5 does not apply for the all the band combinations and the analysis would be different. In addition, merging all the power classes in the same WI would increase the work for rapporteur. 
Regarding the Samsung’s proposal on removing the TR, we need good justification that there is no technical issue for the dedicated TR. Otherwise, TR is still helpful for the reader to know how to specify the corresponding requirements in the spec.


	Ericsson
	In general we are in favor of this proposal and see this as an improvement.
But we would have liked to make one further improvement. 3DL/xUL is rather different and more complex than 4DL/xUL and 5DL/xUL since 3DL/xUL need to consided IMD and MSD values.
We suggest:
One basket WI for 3DL/xUL including TR and TP’s
Another basket WI for yDL/xUL with not TR (and no need to TP’s), and where y=4,5,6

	AT&T
	We generally support the proposal. We would like to see some more finetuning of the options presented by companies in the second round.

	Apple
	Though power class agnostic approach may help reduce the workload for the basket TP proponents, we still have slight preference to separate default PC and HPUE into different baskets. But if all band combinations are foreseen to be supporting HPUE, then that is a different story.
It might also be better to separate the intra-band UL CA combinations which have A-MPR implication and triple-beat impact into a dedicated basket for non-block approval. 


 
Sub topic 1-4 LTE-NR DC
	Company
	Comments

	NokiaXXX
	We support the proposal with the same reason and clarification.

	Meta
	Generally, we think that this is good approach to treat one WI for the variable Power classes for LTE-NR DC UE. 
Maybe, same clarification comments are provided as follow 
Is the power class agonistic will applied to up to PC1.5 UE (including PC2, PC3) for LTE-NR DC UE? RAN4 need to discuss the regulatory power limitation in the specific bands for each region.

	Samsung
	Thanks for ZTE’s further optimization on the Alternative 1c of R4-2119940.
1.    We suggest to separate the WI with technical issue and WI without technical issue, i.e. a dedicated WI for DC 2BLTE+1BNR. However if go with this way, we also identify it will be difficult to merge “PC3 WI” with “other than PC3 WI”.
2.    We suggest to remove TR for the no technical issue WI, accordingly TP should not be used for these Wis
In addition, proposal5 may be problematic which still results in overlapping CRs to the same table in one clause of TS38.101-3. We tentatively suggest to category the EN(NE)DC basket without echnical issue according to impact on specification, such as DL band# and/or frequency range. That would also facilitate the (draft) CR implementation effort for both MCC and rapporteurs.

	Vodafone
	Support the proposal and the power class agnostic approach.

	LGE
	We support moderator’s proposal that can reduce number of NR-DC Basket to ½.

	CHTTL
	If our memory is correct, except the basket WI dedicated for PC2, all of the current basket EN-DC(& NE-DC) Wis are already power class agnostic, as there is no power class information in those work item descriptions. So if we go with this direction, probably we need to clarify the power class support in the WID, since not all of the power class can be supported for the uplink EN-DC. 
Also.. currently PC2 is not supported in FR1 NE-DC yet, so there might need additional WI discuss the general part if requested.

	Verizon
	Agree with CHTT! 
[bookmark: specType1]The work for the high-power class has been involved in different power frameworks (e.g., Case A, B, C and D for PC2 in TR 38.841), and this may be different from PC3. Making power class agnostic would not help to lower down the workloads.  

	Huawei
	Since MSD should be analyzed for basket 2BUL	2BLTE+1BNR, basket 2BUL 2BLTE+1BNR should be separated following the previous agreement Alternative1c.
For similar power class agnostic issue, see our comments for CA basket. 

	Qualcomm
	Same comments for the power class agnostic issue.

	Ericsson
	We agree with the Samsung proposal to remove TR (and the need to TP’s) for basket WI without technical issues.

	AT&T
	We generally support the proposal. We think that NR-DC approach can follow any decision made on NR CA/DC concerning power class agnostic issue once decided.

	Apple
	Though power class agnostic approach may help reduce the workload for the basket TP proponents, we still have slight preference to separate default PC and HPUE into different baskets. But if all band combinations are foreseen to be supporting HPUE, then that is a different story.



Sub topic 1-5 LTE basket Wis
	Company
	Comments

	NokiaXXX
	In principle, at least the basket structure should follow NR CA. If it doesn’t, the number of LTE baskets should be less than that of NR. 

	ZTE
	We think if separate 1UL and 2UL into different basket WIDs, similar problems as NR CA would happen. So we think 1UL and 2UL should also be merged into one basket WID. 

	Meta
	For LTE basket WI, RAN4 make just one basket WI as LTE-A CA Xdl (x=2,3,4,5) bands and 2UL bands combinations. 

	Samsung
	We are fine with Alternative 1c of R4-2119940

	Vodafone
	Agree with Nokia that the basket structure should follow NR CA. Note, however, that we extended LTE_CA_R17_Xbdl_1BUL to support up to 6BDL (x = 4,5, 6).

	LGE
	One or two basket WI(s) would be a good approach. If merging 1UL and 2UL, single WI can incorporate all the Rel-17 LTE basket as Alt. 1b in R4-2119940. If not merging 1UL and 2UL, 2 Wis as in Alt 1c in R4-2119940 is a good way forward. Either way is fine for us.

	CHTTL
	Similar comment as in Sub topic 1-1.

	Huawei
	Issue 1-5-1: how to consolidate LTE basket Wis
Since Rel-14, one UL band and two UL bands for LTE basket have been separated without any controversial issues. We still think the Alternative1c is a good way forward for LTE Basket WI.
Issue 1-5-2: new WID Additional LTE bands for UE category M1_M2 _NB1_NB2 in Rel-18
We not sure whether operators have the demands to specify LTE bands for UE category M1_M2 _NB1_NB2 during current phase. We don’t need to have this Basket WI until operators request to specify additional new bands.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-5-1:
Alternative1c is fine for us. Prefer to have separate WI for one UL band and two UL bands.
Issue 1-5-2:
Fine with proposal.

	AT&T
	We agree with Nokia. The basket structure should follow NR CA. We need to remove the duplication of 1UL and 2UL work for the same reasons as NR.



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 

	Sub-topic #1-1
	Issue 1-1: Merge basket WIs with 1 band UL and 2 band UL
It seems that All the companies are OK to merge 1BUL and 2BUL basket WI for NR CA.
For LTE CA, it can be summarized under issue 1-5-1.
Apple pointed out that combos for 2UL CA in FR1 + 1UL in FR2 should be further discussed.
Tentative agreements: 
To merge 1BUL and 2BUL basket WI for NR CA, i.e. merged into xBUL (x=1,2).
Further discuss how to handle combos for 2UL CA in FR1 + 1UL in FR2
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss how to handle combos for 2UL CA in FR1 + 1UL in FR2

	Sub-topic #1-2
	Issue 1-2: Basket WID for SUL and V2X in Rel-18
All the companies support the proposal, i.e. One basket WI for SUL and one basket WI for V2X.
Tentative agreements: 
To establish one basket WI for SUL and one basket WI for V2X.
· NR_SUL_combos_R18
· NR_LTE_V2X_PC5_combos_R18
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No 2nd round

	Sub-topic #1-3
	Issue 1-3: NR CA/DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18
Whether to merge all the different power class will be summarized in topic 2.
Since companies express that 3DL/xUL is rather different and more complex than 4DL/xUL and 5DL/xUL since 3DL/xUL need to consider IMD and MSD values with technical TR. Moderator suggest to modify the proposal as below.
Candidate options:
· NR CA/DC
· NR_CAR_18_intra including TR and TP’s
· NR_CADC_R18_2BDL_xBUL (x=1,2) including TR and TP’s
· NR_CADC_R18_3BDL_xBUL (x=1,2) including TR and TP’s
· NR_CADC_R18_yBDL_xBUL (y=4,5,6, x=1,2) without TR and TP’s
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the candidate option in the 2nd round.

	Sub-topic #1-4
	Issue 1-4: LTE-NR DC band combination basket WIDs in Rel-18
Whether to merge all the different power class will be summarized in topic 2.
Some companies express that a dedicated WI for DC 2BLTE+1BNR is needed.
Candidate options:
· MRDC 
· DC_R18_1BLTE_1BNR_2DL2UL including TR and TP’s
· DC_R18_2BLTE_1BNR_3DL2UL including TR and TP’s
· DC_R18_xBLTE_1BNR_yDL2UL (x= 3, 4, 5) without TR and TP’s
· DC_R18_xBLTE_2BNR_yDL2UL including TR and TP’s
· DC_R18_xBLTE_yBNR_zDL2UL (x=1, 2, 3, y>2 , z≤6) without TR and TP’s
· DC_R18_xBLTE_yBNR_zDL3UL (x=1, 2, 3, 4, y=1, 2; z≥3) without TR and TP’s

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the candidate option in the 2nd round.


	Sub-topic #1-5
	Issue 1-5-1: how to consolidate LTE basket WIs
Companies have different views about whether to merge one LTE basket WI or establish two LTE basket WI as Alternative1c
Candidate options:
Option 1 (Alt.c):
· LTECA
· LTE_CA_R18_xBDL_1BUL
· LTE_CA_R18_xBDL_2BUL
Option 2:
· One LTE CA basket WI
· LTE_CA_combos_R18

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the candidate options in the 2nd round.
Issue 1-5-2: new WID Additional LTE bands for UE category M1_M2 _NB1_NB2 in Rel-18
One company think that this Basket WI don’t need to be established until operators request to specify additional new bands.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Topic #2: High power UE basket WIs
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2208680
	ZTE
	Proposa1 3: A basket WID should include different power classes, i.e. power class agnostic.


Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1 Consolidation of high power UE basket WIs
Issue 2-1: Power class agnostic
· Proposal: A basket WID should include different power classes, i.e. power class agnostic
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2: Other proposals to consolidate the high power UE basket Wis
· Companies can provide the proposals to consolidate the high power UE basket Wis
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1 Power class agnostic
	Company
	Comments

	NokiaXXX
	We support this proposal. There is no reason to have different baskets for each power class. It just increases administrative work.

	ZTE
	Some overlapping problems were already observed (such as CA configuration table(current PC3 and HPUE share the same table which will cause overlapping big CR work)..) if separate basket WIDs for PC3 and HPUE, also lots of the HPUE work are reused from PC3. So we think power class agnostic may be a better way to go.

	Meta
	Generally fine to reduce duplicate work in same CA/DC band combinations with different power class Wis. But proponent shall consider the regional power limitation requirements in each region.

	Samsung
	For higher power class UE related basket, there is no strong opinion. But it’s still preferred that dedicated table should be introduced to adopt the band combs supporting by high power class UE to improve the clarity of the NR spec. And as commented in previous issues, it’s slightly preferred to keep the dedicated WI with technical issues. But we are open to discuss the direction on power class agnostic way.

	Vodafone
	We support the proposal and agree with Nokia.

	LGE
	We support the power class agnostic approach for Basket WI in Rel-18. And WID can notify the supported power class of the basket WI if necessary.

	China Telecom
	As we commented in Sub topic 1-3 NR CA/DC, 
To summarize, making the basket WI power class agnostic has no benefit to workloads except of CR numbers. But the cost will be as mentioned by CHTTL, all the basket Wis need power class clarification when companies request. To reduce the CR numbers, other merging way, e.g. merge all power class 2/1.5 into one basket WI could be an alternative option.

	China Unicom
	From our view, making the basket WIs power class agnostic does not help relief the workload too much. The demands and relative discussions on requests and finalization of RF requirements are still going to be carried out in a case-by-case manner. So we don’t see strong motivation to combine multiple power class basket WIDs.

	Verizon
	As long as the same power framework (e.g., Case A, B, C and D for PC2 in TR 38.841) is applied to all high-power UE baskets for PC2, PC1 or PC1.5, it is possible to combine these work in few baskets. 
We support Nokia comment!

	T-Mobile USA
	Speaking of redundancy, why are we discussing power class agnostic in 1-3 and 2-1? 😊 As we commented in 1-3, we would fine with a “power class inclusive” approach for the baskets. However, for the request sheet it should be clarified if each power class should be listed in a separate row, or if we can list multiple power classes in the same row, and we will need to capture all of the Cases as Verizon noted above. 

	Huawei
	We share similar view with China Telecom and China Unicom. Alternative option by CTC is ok for us. 

	Qualcomm
	Verizon’s proposal is a way to move forward. Moreover, it could have multiple rapporteurs to share the workload.

	AT&T
	We support the Nokia comments and the Verizon proposal.

	Apple
	We have slight preference to separate default PC and HPUE combos as commented above. But we are okay with majority view.


 

Sub topic 2-2 Other proposals to consolidate the high power UE basket Wis
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


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 

	Sub-topic #2-1
	Issue 2-1: Power class agnostic
Company comments that Some overlapping problems were already observed (such as CA configuration table(current PC3 and HPUE share the same table which will cause overlapping big CR work)..)
Another company comments that The spec impact for power class 3 and power class 2/1.5 are different, and workloads are not reduced
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Option 1: (Nokia, ZTE, Meta, Samsung, Vodafone, LGE, Verizon, T-Mobile USA,  Qualcomm, AT&T)
Basket WIDs is power class agnostic.
Option 2: (China Telecom, China Unicom, Huawei, Samsung, Apple)
Separate default PC and HPUE combos basket WIs, i.e.
· High power basket WIDs
· NR_PC2/1.5_CA_R18_2BDL_2BUL including TR and TP’s
· ENDC_UE_PC2/1.5_R18_NR_TDD including TR and TP’s
· NR_UE_PC2/1.5_R18_CADC_SUL_xBDL_yBUL including TR and TP’s
· ENDC_PC2/1.5_R18_xLTE_yNR including TR and TP’s
· NR_intra_HPUE_R18 including TR and TP’s
Option 3: 
Others

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the candidate options and address companies’ concerns in 2nd round.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Topic #3: WIs for non-block approval
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2209522
	Skyworks
	Proposal:
· A few dedicated basket WI are created in Release 18 and treated in the “not for block approval” AI to cover:
· Two band inter-band NRCA with one band UL with two UL contiguous or non-contiguous CC (IMD case only)
· Two band inter-band NRCA with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (IMD and triple beat cases)
· Two band inter-band ENDC with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (IMD and triple beat cases)
· Three band inter-band NRCA with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (triple beat cases in third band)
· Three band inter-band ENDC with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (triple beat cases in third band)
· Where there is simultaneous Tx/Rx between the UL configuration and a DL band
· The pre-requisite to present contributions for such combinations is to follow the normal number of band hierarchy (fallback first) and the DL version and the non-intra-band ULCA UL configurations should already approved in the block approval process.
· Once these band combinations are treated and requirement agreed, the higher order versions can be introduced using CRS in the block approval AI..


Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1 Non-block approval
Issue 3-1: Non-block approval
· Proposal:
· A few dedicated basket WI are created in Release 18 and treated in the “not for block approval” AI to cover:
· Two band inter-band NRCA with one band UL with two UL contiguous or non-contiguous CC (IMD case only)
· Two band inter-band NRCA with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (IMD and triple beat cases)
· Two band inter-band ENDC with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (IMD and triple beat cases)
· Three band inter-band NRCA with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (triple beat cases in third band)
· Three band inter-band ENDC with two band UL and contiguous UL CCs (triple beat cases in third band)
· Where there is simultaneous Tx/Rx between the UL configuration and a DL band
· The pre-requisite to present contributions for such combinations is to follow the normal number of band hierarchy (fallback first) and the DL version and the non-intra-band ULCA UL configurations should already approved in the block approval process.
· Once these band combinations are treated and requirement agreed, the higher order versions can be introduced using CRS in the block approval AI.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1 Non-block approval
	Company
	Comments

	NokiaXXX
	We support the proposal. We also would like to move one step forward on this and discuss to have a separate agenda Item under each basket for which these “non-block approval” combinations can be submitted due to following reasons.
Perhaps, though we can have a dedicated WI to accommodate those exceptional band configurations, a separate WI would mainly be for work planning/handling and highlight the additional work needed for these band combinations. Also, it takes time to sort out which ones for block approval and which ones for non-block approval. 
Therefore, and also to limit number of “big CRs” and chances for overlap of these which complicates MCC work it can be suggested to have a separate agenda Item under each basket for which these “non-block approval” combinations can be submitted. Then agreed combinations can be included in the “normal” basket CR after the meetings.

	ZTE
	Basically we support the proposal.
And we think the above proposals are for all of the UL bands belong to FR1 band. However, there may brand new FR2+FR2 inter-band UL CA in Rel-18, so it seems there were no objectives to treat FR2+FR2 inter-band UL CA in Rel-18 FR2 WID. So it would be discussed how to treat FR2+FR2 inter-band UL CA in Rel-18. At least, if the work for FR2+FR2 inter-band UL CA are included in basket WID, then the “not for block approval” should be used.

	Meta
	Support this proposal

	Verizon
	We support Skyworks proposal!

	Huawei
	Having a dedicated WI for non-block approval combinations may create more complexity for organizing the discussion. As suggested by Nokia, separate agenda items under each basket WI could be a more efficient method for handling these specific issues. 

	Qualcomm
	We support the proposal.

	AT&T
	We support the proposal.

	Apple
	We support the proposal.



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 

	Sub-topic #3-1
	Sub topic 3-1 Non-block approval
Skyworks, ZTE, Meta, Verizon, Qualcomm, AT&T and Apple support this proposal.
Nokia and Huawei think having a separate agenda Item under each basket for which these “non-block approval” combinations can be considered with the following concerns.
“It takes time to sort out which ones for block approval and which ones for non-block approval.”
“chances for overlap of these which complicates MCC work”
One potential way is we can have a dedicated WI to accommodate those exceptional band configurations, but requesting combos, implementing big CRs and organization can be handled together with other block approval combos.

Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss whether the proposal is workable, if we consider the potential way. Other suggestions and consideration are welcome.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	
	WF on …
	YYY
	

	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	
	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



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
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



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
	Hiromasa Umeda
	iromasa.umeda@nokia.com 

	Meta Ireland 
	Suhwan Lim
	suhlim@fb.com 

	LGE
	Sang-Wook Lee
	sangwook1.lee@lge.com 

	T-Mobile USA
	Bill Shvodian
	bill.shvodian@t-mobile.com

	Huawei
	Peng (Henry) Zhang
	zhangpeng169@Huawei.com

	Qualcomm
	Bin Han
	binhan@qti.qualcomm.com

	AT&T
	Ron Borsato
	ronald.borsato@att.com

	Apple
	James Wang
	fucheng_wang@apple.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)
