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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA


Scope
This T-doc will be used to guide and summarize the email discussion for the topic of Rel-17 NR IIoT/URLLC enhancements demod and CSI requirements (AI 9.22.3), with the email thread identifier [103-e][330] NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh_Demod”.
The scope of this email discussion are the Demod and CSI requirements, and in particular the agenda items:
9.22	Enhanced IIoT and URLLC support							[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh]
[…]
9.22.3	Demodulation performance and CSI requirements		[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Perf]
Priority topics are marked directly in the open issues’ summaries.

Notes on email discussions
From the previous meeting arrangements:
	· Delegates are strongly encouraged to provide comments/concerns asap
· Silence within a reasonable timeframe means no objection
· It is strongly encouraged that each company/delegate consolidate their comments/views and send them out in one email for each email thread
· Length of file names shall be reduced, e.g.
· At the beginning of first round, moderators share / ftp / tsg_ran / WG4_Radio / TSGR4_98_e / Inbox / Drafts / [98e][101] NR_NewRAT_SysParameters\Summary_101_1st round_v01.docx
· After update by company A: Summary_101_1st round_v02_companyA
· After update by company B: Summary_101_1st round_v03_companyA_companyB
· After update by company C: Summary_101_1st round_v04_companyB_companyC





Topic #1: BS Demodulation requirements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-20xxxxx
	Company A
	Proposal 1:
Observation 1:

	R4-2209523
	Nokia
	Title: Sub-slot based PUCCH repetition performance requirements
Proposal 1: RAN4 to define minimum demodulation performance requirements for sub-slot based PUCCH repetitions.
Proposal 2: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 0:
Reuse the test parameters in Table 8.3.7.2.1.1-1 in TS 38.104 and introduce the following parameters in addition:  
	vi)	Number of PUCCH symbols: 2
	vii)	Number of sub-slot repetitions: 4
	viii)	Number of Sub-slot symbols: 7
	ix)	Number of slots: 2
	x)	First symbol of sub-slot: 5
Proposal 3: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 2 should include payloads of 4 bits and 22 bits.


	R4-2209850
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Title: Discussion on demodulation and CSI requirements for Rel-17 enhanced IIOT and URLLC support
Proposal 1: Further discuss on definition of the PF0 and PF2 requirements with sub slot repetition and inter sub-slot hopping.
Moderator: Proposal 2 is treated in topic#2.
Proposal 3: Further discuss whether to introduce PUSCH requirements with type B repetition in unlicensed band which are segmented by idle time within FFP leading to different symbol duration for initial transmission and retransmission.




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Interested companies are expected to add their views directly under the respective issues in a dialogue-like form, i.e., identical to how the chair would record views during a f2f meeting.
Please add further table rows as required and do not change previous comments of your company or other companies. Answering to questions from other companies is encouraged.
Sub-topic 1-1: PUSCH
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: Introduce PUSCH requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, with type B repetition in unlicensed band which are segmented by idle time within FFP.
· Option 2: No.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Please further discuss in the first round the reasons why such a requirement may or may not be needed.
Configuration details likely can be delayed to the second round, assuming the introduction of PUSCH requirements finds support.
· The moderator notes that it might be necessary to set a lower bound of how many inputs are required for setting valid requirements, in case PUSCH requirements are introduced, as there seems to be not many active contributors.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Support Option 2. PUSCH repetition type B was introduced in Rel-16 for licensed band, and  its segmentation can also be supported by licensed band. But no requirement defined for this feature in Rel-16. It is no obvious reason to introduce this requirement in Rel-17 for unlicensed band.    

	Nokia
	Support option 2.
We don’t see the issue of initial and retransmissions in HARQ schemes to have different number of resources, to be a new problem. Even in Rel-15 this was already a state of the system that the NW had to deal with.
If this iniTx/reTx resource imbalance is caused by unlicensed idle time or periodic/aperiodic reference signals, or anything else, does not really matter. As such we don’t think that having PUSCH requirements here, verifies the performance of any implementation that comes from this Rel-17 WI.

	Huawei
	Support option 1
Moderator: This is a quick reminder to Huawei to also fill in the “Annex” of this template as per chair instructions (all the way at the end of this document).




Sub-topic 1-2: PUCCH
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: Introduce PUCCH requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, for PF0 and PF2, with sub slot repetition and inter sub-slot hopping.
· Option 2: Yes, for PF0, with sub slot repetition and inter sub-slot hopping.
· Option 3: No.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Two contributors were positive towards introduction PUCCH requirements in general.
· Please further discuss in the first round the reasons why such a requirement may or may not be needed.
Configuration details likely can be delayed to the second round, assuming the introduction of PUSCH requirements finds support.
· The moderator notes that it might be necessary to set a lower bound of how many inputs are required for setting valid requirements, in case PUCCH requirements are introduced, as there seems to be not many active contributors.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	From the processing timeline point of view, it is different from legacy PUCCH repetition feature. But the channel estimation method would be similar. We currently tend to Option 2 because the basic performance on PF0/2 have been tested by legacy requirement. Only 1 format would be enough to test this feature.

	Nokia
	Support option 1.
The sub-slot PUCCH repetition is evidently impacting sample acquisition/buffering in the implementation, as well as, the repetition combining algorithm (especially, if data DM-RS is to be exploited), and processing timelines. Even the LLR combining will need to extend the legacy case to having multiple LLR values taken per slot, and also across slot boundaries. 
Therefore, we support to introduce requirements for sub-slot PUCCH repetition. 
Since FH is commonly configured to avoid frequency dependent deep fading outages in the cell edges, we support to have inter sub-slot FH included in requirement configurations.
To have requirements for both small block length channel coding and polar coding, we support to have requirements for F0 and F2, which were not previously possible (only format 1 supported full-slot repetition in R15/16).
It is our understanding that usually 3 inputs are required to derive performance requirements, but we see this PUCCH use case as being of high priority, hence we would be fine with only 2 inputs, assuming them to be aligned. Though, if only 2 inputs are obtained, then the standard BS demod requirement derivation procedure cannot be used.

	Huawei
	More time check and further discuss in the 2nd round




Issue 1-2-2: PUCCH requirement simulation configuration
· Proposals
· Option 1: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 0:
Reuse the test parameters in Table 8.3.7.2.1.1-1 in TS 38.104 and introduce the following parameters in addition.
· Number of PUCCH symbols: 2
· Number of sub-slot repetitions: 4
· Number of Sub-slot symbols: 7
· Number of slots: 2
· First symbol of sub-slot: 5
· Option 2: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 2 should include payloads of 4 bits and 22 bits.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss this issue, after issue 1-2-1 has made some progress.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We have a question to Nokia for Option 1. Why not choose the condition in figure 1 in R4-2209523? Figure 1 seems has more critical timeline than figure 2.

	Nokia
	Support option 1 and option 2.
To Ericsson: We are not aware of any deployments that ask for having PUCCH anywhere except for the end of the (full) slot and the timing behaviour seems of rather low priority in this feature. 

	Huawei
	We need more time to check. We can discuss it in the next week.




Sub-topic 1-3: Other
Sub-topic description:
In this sub-topic companies are invited to bring issues to the attention of the group, which have not been captured in the previous sub-topics.

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	




CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close-to-finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Title, Source

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	None

	
	

	
	

	
	



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
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 1-1
	Sub-topic 1-1: PUSCH
Issue 1-1-1: Introduce PUSCH requirements
Tentative agreements:
None.
Candidate options:
· Option 1: Yes, with type B repetition in unlicensed band which are segmented by idle time within FFP.
· Option 2: No.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Two contributors have elaborated their reasons, why PUSCH requirements are not needed.
The proponents of option 1 are invited to respond to points raised and elaborate on the reasons in favour of PUSCH requirements.



	Sub-topic 1-2
	Sub-topic 1-2: PUCCH
Issue 1-2-1: Introduce PUCCH requirements
Tentative agreements:
None.
Candidate options:
· Option 1: Yes, for PF0 and PF2, with sub slot repetition and inter sub-slot hopping.
· Option 1a: Option 1 but condition introduction in the specification on the availability of at least 2 simulation inputs.
· Option 2: Yes, for PF0, with sub slot repetition and inter sub-slot hopping.
· Option 2a: Option 2 but condition introduction in the specification on the availability of at least 2 simulation inputs.
· Option 3: No.
· Other options not precluded.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Two contributors have supported option 1 and option 2 respectively.
One contributor has requested time to further check and discuss in the second round.
Please aim to advance the topic very early in the second round.
The performance part of this WID only has TUs this meeting and the next.

Issue 1-2-2: PUCCH requirement simulation configuration
Tentative agreements:
None.
Candidate options:
· Option 1: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 0:
Reuse the test parameters in Table 8.3.7.2.1.1-1 in TS 38.104 and introduce the following parameters in addition.
· Number of PUCCH symbols: 2
· Number of sub-slot repetitions: 4
· Number of Sub-slot symbols: 7
· Number of slots: 2
· First symbol of sub-slot: 5
· Option 2: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 2 should include payloads of 4 bits and 22 bits.
· Other options not precluded.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Two contributors have supported option 1 and options 1&2 respectively.
One contributor has requested time to further check and discuss in the second round.
Please aim to advance the topic very early in the second round.
The performance part of this WID only has TUs this meeting and the next.


	Sub-topic 1-3
	Sub-topic 1-3: Other
No issues raised.



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	

	#1
	WF on enhanced IIoT and URLLC support demodulation and CSI requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell



CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	
	None



Discussion on 2nd round

Sub-topic 1-1: PUSCH
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: Introduce PUSCH requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, with type B repetition in unlicensed band which are segmented by idle time within FFP.
· Option 2: No.
· Recommended WF
· Two contributors have elaborated their reasons, why PUSCH requirements are not needed.
· The proponents of option 1 are invited to respond to points raised and elaborate on the reasons in favour of PUSCH requirements

	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Option 2.
Similar to our last round comment, we don’t see the issue of initial and retransmissions in HARQ schemes to have different number of resources, to be a new problem. If this iniTx/reTx resource imbalance is caused by unlicensed idle time or periodic/aperiodic reference signals, or anything else, does not really matter. As such we don’t think that having PUSCH requirements here.

	Huawei
	We can compromise to option 2 if other companies insist 

	Ericsson
	Option 2. We also think type B repetition segmentation is not a new issue and don’t need to be specially handled now for unlicensed requirement.




Sub-topic 1-2: PUCCH
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: Introduce PUCCH requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, for PF0 and PF2, with sub slot repetition and inter sub-slot hopping.
· Option 1a: Option 1 but condition introduction in the specification on the availability of at least 2 simulation inputs.
· Option 2: Yes, for PF0, with sub slot repetition and inter sub-slot hopping.
· Option 2a: Option 2 but condition introduction in the specification on the availability of at least 2 simulation inputs.
· Option 3: No.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Two contributors have supported option 1 and option 2 respectively.
· Please aim to advance the topic very early in the second round.
The performance part of this WID only has Tus this meeting and the next.

	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	We have the same view as our 1st round comments. As PUCCH  F0 and F2 were not previously possible (only format 1 supported full-slot repetition in R15/16) and considering sub-slot PUCCH repetition is crucial for IIOT/URLLC application to enhance reliability and reduce latency,  we continue to support option 1.

	Huawei
	Option 3. We don’t think sub-slot PUCCH repetition will be common in real deployment since PUCCH has good robust and repetition is used to improve corverage which is not bottleneck for PUCCH with QPSK and low coderate.

	Ericsson
	We think the requirement target is to check the sub-slot repetition not channel coding. The channel coding would be no difference from Rel-15 and it has been checked by normal PUCCH requirements. So we still prefer to test only one format, i.e., PF0. 




Issue 1-2-2: PUCCH requirement simulation configuration
· Proposals
· Option 1: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 0:
Reuse the test parameters in Table 8.3.7.2.1.1-1 in TS 38.104 and introduce the following parameters in addition.
· Number of PUCCH symbols: 2
· Number of sub-slot repetitions: 4
· Number of Sub-slot symbols: 7
· Number of slots: 2
· First symbol of sub-slot: 5
· Option 2: Simulation configuration for multi-subslot PUCCH repetitions with format 2 should include payloads of 4 bits and 22 bits.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Two contributors have supported option 1 and options 1&2 respectively.
· Please aim to advance the topic very early in the second round.
The performance part of this WID only has TUs this meeting and the next.

	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Support option 1 and option 2.

	Huawei
	We support not define such requirements




Sub-topic 1-3: Other
Sub-topic description:
In this sub-topic companies are invited to bring issues to the attention of the group, which have not been captured in the previous sub-topics.

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	




Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2210673
	TBA





Topic #2: CSI requirements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-20xxxxx
	Company A
	Proposal 1:
Observation 1:

	R4-2209850
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Title: Discussion on demodulation and CSI requirements for Rel-17 enhanced IIOT and URLLC support
Proposal 2: Define the subband 4-bits based CQI reporting with following test setup and test metric:
· Test metric:
· A sub-band CQI index equal to reported wideband CQI index shall be reported at least α% of the time but less than β% of the time for each sub-band;
· The ratio of the throughput obtained when transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index and that obtained when transmitting the transport format indicated by the reported wideband CQI median on a randomly selected sub-band among all the sub-bands shall be ≥ γ;
· When transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index, the average BLER for the indicated transport format shall be greater than or equal to X.
· Test setup:
· CQI table 3
· Channel model: FFS
· Others: Reuse Rel-15 CQI reporting




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Interested companies are expected to add their views directly under the respective issues in a dialogue-like form, i.e., identical to how the chair would record views during a f2f meeting.
Please add further table rows as required and do not change previous comments of your company or other companies. Answering to questions from other companies is encouraged.
Sub-topic 2-1: CQI requirements
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: Introduce CQI requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, define requirements for subband 4-bits based CQI reporting.
· Option 2: No.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· One contributor proposed to discuss the introduction of this CQI requirement.
· Please further discuss in the first round the reasons why such a requirement may or may not be needed.
Configuration details likely can be delayed to the second round, assuming the introduction of PUSCH requirements finds support.
· The moderator notes that it might be necessary to set a lower bound of how many inputs are required for setting valid requirements, in case CQI requirements are further discussed, as there seems to be not many active contributors.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We support Option 2. There is no demodulation difference between 2-bits and 4-bits CSI report. Based on RAN1 simulation, 4-bits CSI report shows limited performance enhancement compared to 2-bits CSI report. 

	Nokia
	Support option 1.
Considering the current subband CQI only support 2bit offset from the wideband CQI, we think the 4-bit subband CQI is substantially different from the current CQI report. Therefore, we support to define requirements for subband 4-bits based CQI reporting.
However, this should be treated with lower priority than the PUCCH requirements.
Technically, the change from 2bit relative subband CQI to 4bit absolute has an impact on performance. However, we expect the impact to be quite small and to potentially not be measurable in the current CQI tests
It is our understanding that 3 inputs are required to derive performance requirements, hence in this case we would condition the introduction of CQI requirements to this limitation.

	Huawei
	We need more time to check and further discuss in the 2nd round 




Issue 2-1-2: CQI requirements test metric
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use the following test metric
· A sub-band CQI index equal to reported wideband CQI index shall be reported at least α% of the time but less than β% of the time for each sub-band;
· The ratio of the throughput obtained when transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index and that obtained when transmitting the transport format indicated by the reported wideband CQI median on a randomly selected sub-band among all the sub-bands shall be ≥ γ;
· When transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index, the average BLER for the indicated transport format shall be greater than or equal to X.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss this issue, after issue 2-1-1 has made some progress.

	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Support option 1.




Issue 2-1-3: CQI requirements test setup
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use the following test setup
· CQI table 3
· Channel model: FFS
· Others: Reuse Rel-15 CQI reporting
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss this issue, after issue 2-1-1 has made some progress.

	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Support option 1.





Sub-topic 2-2: Other
Sub-topic description:
In this sub-topic companies are invited to bring issues to the attention of the group, which have not been captured in the previous sub-topics.

	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	




CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close-to-finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Title, Source

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	None

	
	

	
	

	
	



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
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 2-1
	Sub-topic 2-1: CQI requirements
Issue 2-1-1: Introduce CQI requirements: 
Tentative agreements:
None.
Candidate options:
· Option 1: Yes, define requirements for subband 4-bits based CQI reporting.
· Option 1a: Develop requirements for subband 4-bits based CQI reporting but condition their introduction in the specification on the availability of at least 3 simulation inputs.
· Option 2: No.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Proponents of option 1 and option 2 are evenly split. Please continue commenting in second round and try to align on one option.
One contributor has requested time to further check and discuss in the second round.
Please aim to advance the topic very early in the second round.
The performance part of this WID only has TUs this meeting and the next.

Issue 2-1-2: CQI requirements test metric: 
Tentative agreements:
None.
Candidate options:
· Option 1: Use the following test metric
· A sub-band CQI index equal to reported wideband CQI index shall be reported at least α% of the time but less than β% of the time for each sub-band;
· The ratio of the throughput obtained when transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index and that obtained when transmitting the transport format indicated by the reported wideband CQI median on a randomly selected sub-band among all the sub-bands shall be ≥ γ;
· When transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index, the average BLER for the indicated transport format shall be greater than or equal to X.
· Other options not precluded.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Only one comment has been received.
Down-prioritize this issue, until issue 2-1-1 has made some progress.

Issue 2-1-3: CQI requirements test setup: 
Tentative agreements:
None.
Candidate options:
· Option 1: Use the following test setup
· CQI table 3
· Channel model: FFS
· Others: Reuse Rel-15 CQI reporting
· Other options not precluded.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Only one comment has been received.
Down-prioritize this issue, until issue 2-1-1 has made some progress.



	Sub-topic 2-2
	Sub-topic 2-2: Other
No issues raised.



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	

	
	None
	



CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	
	None



Discussion on 2nd round
Sub-topic 2-1: CQI requirements
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:

Issue 2-1-1: Introduce CQI requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, define requirements for subband 4-bits based CQI reporting.
· Option 1a: Develop requirements for subband 4-bits based CQI reporting but condition their introduction in the specification on the availability of at least 3 simulation inputs.
· Option 2: No.
· Recommended WF
· Proponents of option 1 and option 2 are evenly split. Please continue commenting in second round and try to align on one option.
· Please aim to advance the topic very early in the second round.
The performance part of this WID only has TUs this meeting and the next. 

	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	We support option 2. We don’t think there will be an observable performance difference between 2 bits vs 4 bits SB CQI reporting. There is no new UE receiver processing that would be tested with these requirements.  

	Nokia
	Technically, the change from 2bit relative subband CQI to 4bit absolute has an impact on performance. But we expect the impact to be quite small and to potentially not be measurable in the current CQI tests
Overall, we think this should be treated with lower priority than the PUCCH requirements.

	Qualcomm
	Ok with Option 2.

	Huawei 
	We can compromise to option 2 to follow majority view.

	Ericsson
	We support Option 2. 




Issue 2-1-2: CQI requirements test metric
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use the following test metric
· A sub-band CQI index equal to reported wideband CQI index shall be reported at least α% of the time but less than β% of the time for each sub-band;
· The ratio of the throughput obtained when transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index and that obtained when transmitting the transport format indicated by the reported wideband CQI median on a randomly selected sub-band among all the sub-bands shall be ≥ γ;
· When transmitting the corresponding transport format on a sub-band with the highest CQI index, the average BLER for the indicated transport format shall be greater than or equal to X.
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Down-prioritize this issue, until issue 2-1-1 has made some progress.

	Company
	Comments

	
	




Issue 2-1-3: CQI requirements test setup
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use the following test setup
· CQI table 3
· Channel model: FFS
· Others: Reuse Rel-15 CQI reporting
· Other options not precluded.
· Recommended WF
· Down-prioritize this issue, until issue 2-1-1 has made some progress.


Sub-topic 2-2: Other
Sub-topic description:
In this sub-topic companies are invited to bring issues to the attention of the group, which have not been captured in the previous sub-topics.

	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	




Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	
	None.




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

	
	WF on enhanced IIoT and URLLC support demodulation and CSI requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	None
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



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 

	[bookmark: _Hlk103859312]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
	

	R4-2210673
	
	WF on enhanced IIoT and URLLC support demodulation and CSI requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	



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

	Moderator (Nokia)
	Axel Mueller
	axel.mueller@nokia-bell-labs.com
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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 your name as suffix after company name, when making comments, i.e. Company A (XX, XX).
