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Agenda item:			9.18.2
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Title:	Email discussion summary for [104-e][114] NR_RedCap
Document for:	Information
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
All contributions are for the maintenance. There is one paper to discuss the SUL, V2X and unlicensed band for Rel-18.
Topic for 1st round:
1: CR for RedCap FR1
2: SUL, V2X and unlicensed band for Rel-18
In 2nd round, the outcome from 1st with potential Tdoc update could be discussed.
Topic #1: CR for FR1
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2213150

	Huawei, HiSilicon

	1. Some editorial errors in clause 7.3I.2 are modified.
2. “For DL channel bandwidths that do not have symmetric UL channel bandwidth, highest valid UL configuration with lowest TX-RX separation (Table 5.4.4-1) shall be used unless otherwise specified.” is added for band n70.

	R4-2213250

	Ericsson, Huawei, Qualcomm Incorporated

	To align the suffix I with suffix usage rule in general section 4.3 at 2nd level clause

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
For the CRs, typo/editor issue is not covered in sub topic, additional comment for the editorial /structure part in the submitted CR can be added in 1.3.2. One technical issue in CR R4-2213150 is that whether or not RedCap UE should support the Asymmetric channel bandwidths defined in TS 38.101-1 clause 5.3.6. The BCS is defined for different UL/DL BW combination, and it is not clear whether the Asymmetric channel bandwidths could apply to RedCap UE directly without further discussion with 20MHz BW limitation and thus it is good to have companies views for it.
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: Asymmetric channel bandwidths support for RedCap UE
· Proposals
· Option 1: Support
· Option 2: others
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
One of the two formats, i.e. either example 1 or 2 can be used by moderators.
Sub topic 1-1 
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	At least the question is only valid for asymmetric configurations where the UL and DL BW are less or equal to 20MHz (or any other new constraint decided in R18). For n91/92/93/94 asymmetric CBW is by design (at least when n51 5MHz is used) for the other ones, (n24, n66, n70, n71) maybe we need operators’ inputs.

	ZTE
	Option 2.
It seems we haven’t discussed the asymmetric channel bandwidth supported for RedCap UE before. It just said the maximum channel bandwidth for FR1 RedCap UE is 20MHz. Whether or not support asymmetric channel bandwidth for RedCap UE may relay on operator’s demand, 

	Ericsson
	Option 1. 
With the 20MHz channel limitation, the subset of the defined in Table 5.3.6-1 could be supported if the bandwidth in the table is not greater than 20MHz.  we think network can make a correct interpretation of the signalling reported by RedCap UE for asymmetric bandwidth combination, so the signalling could be reused by RedCap UE.    

	Huawei
	Option 1.
I think RAN2 has designed the bar mechanism to express the demands from operators’ network. We don’t see any technical issues for RedCap UE to support asymmetric channel bandwidth where the UL and DL BW are less or equal to 20MHz. Anyway, band n70 UL configuration for 20MHz is not correct.

	Verizon
	Option 1
We would like RAN4 to consider band n5 in asymmetric CBW based on the channel bandwidths defined in Table 5.3.5-1 and with the 20MHz lamination.

	Meta
	Prefer option 1. And support SKW view for some operating bands (n24, n66, n70, n71). RAN4 need operators’ inputs for the asymmetric CBW between UL and DL in these bands to support RedCap devices.

	Sony
	Option 1

	Apple
	Option 1

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-1 should just focus on whether we can approve the CR provided. I don’t believe there is another document referenced that is put for approval.  
On the CR, please can the proponent explain what added NOTE 1 added for HD-FDD means? Why is this added?  Given that the Rel-17 spec is now frozen, what is fundamentally broken for n70 if we do not add this?


 

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.
Please companies add additional comments if it is not covered in the sub-topic discussion points. 
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2213150
	Meta: support the CR

	
	MediaTek: See comments above.

	
	Ericsson: For the note added for n70, maybe it is also fine to not change it, as it is HD-FDD and Tx and RX does not operate simultaneously, thus the duplex distance does not matter. 
For asymmetric bandwidth, the uplink transmission bandwidth table in general section is referred, so the feature is covered.

	R4-2213250

	ZTE: Due to it become a general text for transmitter characteristics, so it is better to say PC3 single carrier requirements are supported.

	
	Ericsson: To ZTE: my understanding is that other general requirement (not with specific suffix) would apply to RedCap UE, these general requirements are for single carrier requirement anyway, so it seems there is no need to mention it again.

	
	Huawei: To ZTE, as what we have agreed previously, we don’t think we need to add any restriction on this sentence.

	
	Apple: What is the reason to change the wording from “For Redcap UE, the requirements for power class 3 specified in clause 6.2.1 apply.” to “Power class 3 is supported by the current release of the specifications for Redcap.”? If we do so and there is no change in power class support in future, are we going to carry this wording “by the current release of the specifications” forever?

	
	MediaTek: Unclear why we define power classes in clause 6.1I, when Tx power requirements are defined in clause 6.2, i.e. why was a 6.2I not created for RedCap? Would like to understand the rationale for this concretely before agreeing to any essential correction. 



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
	Majority companies view is that asymmetric channel bandwidth is supported by RedCap UE. In fact, the current specification, the uplink transmission bandwidth table in general section is referred for FDD REFSENS for RedCap and asymmetric bandwidth is considered in the table. 
Some companies raise the question how RedCap UE treat the asymmetric channel bandwidth larger than 20MHz and there is no operator input for it during the 1st round. Moderator view is that this case is not supported by RedCap UE as RedCap UE has 20MHz channel bandwidth limitation and thus there may not be necessary to further clarification on this. 
Tentative agreements:
Asymmetric channel bandwidth is supported by RedCap UE. 
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No discussion in 2nd round.




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”

	R4-2213150
	To be revised, reflect the companies comments regarding the uplink transmission bandwidth updates.

	R4-2213250

	To be revised, reflect the companies comments during 1st round.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Continue to discuss the revised CR, companies input
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	1. Revised R4-2213150
	

	
	To Ericsson and MediaTek, the reason why band n70 UL 20MHz RB allocation is modified has been declared in the coversheet, i.e. band n70 can’t support UL 20MHz CBW. If the explanation is OK, it’s recommended to agree the original CR. However, we are open to hear companies’ further comments.

	
	Ericsson: Thanks for explanation, I am fine with your change on n70. 

	
	MediaTek: I still don’t follow. Why does that then justify saying the smallest  possible Tx-Rx separation is justified? We never discussed that.

	Revised R4-2213250

	[bookmark: _Hlk112154109]Apple: Suggested wording for 6.1I: “For RedCap UE, power class 3 requirements apply.” to avoid using “the current release of specifications”.

	
	MediaTek: We never received an answer to our question in 1st round, and the CR seems not to have been revised. We would propose to add instead a clause 6.2I to capture this, and to add the sentence to say “For Redcap UE, the requirements in 6.2 for power class 3 apply”.

	
	

	
	

	
	



Summary for 2nd 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

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”

	R4-2214615
	Original CR  (R4-2213150) is agreeable after 2nd round checking.

	R4-2214620 (Reivsed R4-2213250)
	Agreeable , after offline discussion. 



Topic #2: SUL, V2X and unlicensed band for Rel-18
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2212157

	Facebook Japan K.K.

	Observation #1: Based on RAN plenary report [7] and GTW session outcome, there is no restriction for RedCap UE to operate any band including V2X, SUL and unlicensed bands. 
Observation #2: Due to the lack of discussion time in Rel-17, the specifications have uncertainties between the support whole operating bands and RF/RRM requirements e.g. RMC channels of REFSENS and other Rx requirements.

Based on the observations 1 and 2, we made the following proposals:

Proposal #1: RAN4 need further discussion to support UE RF requirements of RedCap device in these specific operating bands e.g. SUL, V2X and NR-U operating bands. Therefore, these open issues need to be treated in RedCap enhance WI in Rel-18.
Proposal #2: The Draft CR [8] contents are to be reflected in TS 38.101-1 in Rel-18 to address the RF requirements uncertainties and specification misalignments.


	
	
	



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
One company propose to specify the band SUL, V2X and NR-U for Rel-18 time frame.
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: SUL, V2X and  NR-U band for Rel-18
· Proposals
· Option 1: Support UE RF requirements of RedCap device in these specific operating bands e.g. SUL, V2X and NR-U operating bands in Rel-18
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 2-2: SUL, V2X and  NR-U band for Rel-18
· Proposals
· Option 1: The Draft CR [8] contents are to be reflected in TS 38.101-1 in Rel-18
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Questions for 1larification: Is it aimed to discuss it in Rel-18 RedCap enhancement WID? Since R17 RedCap WID was over, or which agenda item should be for this discussion? Or RAN plenary agreements are still valid?

	Ericsson
	The same issue has been discussed before (R4-2206544) but no consensus reached. Our understanding based on previous meeting discussion is that companies can bring WID update and discuss in RAN plenary for it. 

	Meta
	Option 1. As proponent of this paper, we try to make consensus in RAN4 that the leftover issues will be discussed and supported in Rel-18 RedCap WI. 
To ZTE, RAN4 plenary agreement is feature agonistic to support RedCap device. The lack of discussion time is main problems not to support Redcap requirements for the S-UL, NR-U and NR V2X operating bands. So it can solved in rel-18 WI.

	Sony
	Agree with ZTE and Ericsson. It first needs to be agreed in an updated or new WID.

	MediaTek
	Agree with Sony.

	QCOM
	Is this a maintenance topic or does this mean a WID adjustment for rel18?
Meta to QC: We just collect interested companies view how to treat the leftover issues in Rel-17. Based on the collected view, we can try to decide whether update the Rel-18 WID or not. If companies agree to treat leftover issues as TEI, then it can be maintenance issues. But when RAN4 need to update Rel-18 WID, then it will be treated in Rel-18 Redcap enh WI.

	CMCC
	For SUL, no additional requirements are needed for RedCap. 
For V2X and unlicensed, not only RF requirements, but also RRM requirements are needed. Rel-18 RedCap workload will be increased.


 
Sub topic 2-2 
	Company
	Comments

	Meta
	Option 1. To solve Specification misalignments in TS38.101-1, the CR contents will be acceptable.

	MediaTek
	Option 2: Analysis by RAN4 would need to be scheduled to be carried out holistically for these features first.

	QCOM
	Better to decide the above question before writing CRs.


 

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

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



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
	Majority view is that Rel-18 RedCap WID needs update to include the SUL, V2X and unlicensed band. One company want to RAN4 reach consensus to add it in Rel-18 scope but it seems this should be discussed in RAN plenary instead of RAN4. One company think there is no RF impact on SUL but there are RF impact on V2X and unlicensed band for RedCap. Similar discussion has been done in previous meeting for the same topic and it seems RAN4 still has the same understanding for it. 
Moderator view is that there is no need to discuss in 2nd round for this topic and proponent of these bands can further discuss this in RAN plenary with updated Rel-18 WID.
Moderator’s recommendation: 
1. RAN4 can treat the leftover issues in Rel-18 RedCap enh WI based on updated objectives in the WID 

Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No discussion in 2nd round.




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	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”



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”.


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
	

	R4-2212157
	
	Clarification on how to treat the open issues in Rel-17 RedCap WI
	Facebook Japan K.K.
	 noted
	

	R4-2213150
	
	CR for 38.101-1 to correct the errors for FR1 RedCap UE
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	revisedagreeable
	

	R4-2213250
	
	CR on RedCap RF to add section 6.1I
	Ericsson, Huawei, Qualcomm Incorporated
	Revised
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



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

	Ericsson 
	Chunhui Zhang
	Chunhui.Zhang@ericsson.com

	Sony
	Olof Zander
	Olof.zander@sony.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)
