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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 the agenda item: 
· 9.30
· 9.30.1
· 9.30.2

Topic #1: Relation to other WI and 1Rx priority
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2301856

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	1. RAN4 to investigate whether requirements that have been modified due to introduction of LPHAP and positioning for RedCap devices can also be applied to Rel-18 RedCap UE’s.
[bookmark: _Hlk127877228]RAN4 to add the investigation on the interworking of RedCap Rel-18 with LPHAP and NR positioning for RedCap to the work plan.
RAN4 to discuss whether defining requirements for 1 Rx RedCap UE in Rel-18 has higher priority than for 2 Rx RedCap UE. 




Open issues summary
Before Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: 
One company wants to clarify the relation between NR Positioning and this WID. Moderator view is that there is no indication in Rel-18 RedCap enh WID considering the position WID, or vice versa.  the RF impact should be discussed separately within each WID scope based on their own objectives. If companies see the needs of expanding the scope of WID, this may need RAN plenary discussion to change the scope if necessary. 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-1: Whether other WID RF impact on Rel-18 RedCap UE
· Proposals
· Option 1: There is no indication in Rel-18 RedCap enh WID considering the position WID, the RF impact should be discussed separately within each WID scope based on their own objectives. If necessary, an updated WID should be initiated in RAN plenary.
· Option 2: Requirements that have been modified due to introduction of LPHAP and positioning for RedCap devices can also be applied to Rel-18 RedCap UE’s
· Option 3: TBA
· 
· Recommended WF
· Option 1

Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description 
One company wants to have investigation on the interworking of RedCap Rel-18 with LPHAP and NR positioning for RedCap to the work plan. Moderator view is that the work plan should be discussed separately within each WID. 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-2: Work plan impact
· Proposals
· Option 1: Interworking work plan between NR positioning and this WID
· Option 2: No interworking work plan needed.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-2: 1 Rx prio over 2 Rx
· Proposals
· Option 1: Both should be investigated, no priority 
· Option 2: 1 Rx prio over 2 Rx.

· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	R4-2302427

	Ericsson
	Observation 1 The RB allocation for Tx requirement tests spans more than 25 PRB for 15kHz SCS and 12 PRB for 30kHz SCS.
Proposal-1:Tx requirements in Rel-17 apply to the new type RedCap UE with RB number restriction for PUSCH and PDSCH.
Proposal-2:REFSENS and UL configuration needs to be updated for the new type RedCap UE.
Observation 2 2 Rx REFSENS with RB # limitation should be defined for new type RedCap UE,  the Rel-17 scaling factor for 1Rx, HD-FDD should apply to new type RedCap UE.
Proposal-3:For Rx requirements other than REFENS, there is no RAN4 impact.

	R4-2302269

	Qualcomm Inc.

	Observation 1: Principles for UL and DL baseband bandwidth reduction are different, for UL the PRBs are contiguous and cannot span more than 25 PRB (15 kHz) or 11/12 PRB (30 kHz). For DL there the frequency span is not limited other than maximum channel bandwidth is 20 MHz.
Proposal 1: Starting point for eRedCap UL requirements shall be re-use of existing RedCap RF requirements with transmission bandwidth limited aligned with RAN1 agreements: 25 PRB (15 kHz SCS) or 11/12 PRB (30 kHz SCS).
Proposal 2: Changing the maximum transmission bandwidth configuration for 5MHz / 30 kHz SCS is not in scope of the work.
Proposal 3: Starting point for eRedCap DL requirements shall be re-use of existing RedCap RF requirements, with wanted signal BW limited aligned with RAN1 agreements: 25 PRB for 15 kHz SCS.
Proposal 4: Blocking requirements of eRedCap UE shall not be more stringent than RedCap or NR UE blocking requirements. This shall be taken into account in wanted signal RB frequency location in blocking test.


	R4-2302110

	Huawei, HiSilicon

	Observation 1: R18 enhanced RedCap UE can support 20MHz RF bandwidth. Thus, the existing RF core requirements for RedCap UE can be supported and reused for R18 enhanced RedCap UE.
Observation 2: it’s recommended to check whether some clarification about the restriction of maximum number of PRBs are needed in TS 38.101-1 for R18 enhanced RedCap UE once relative agreements are reached in RAN1.


	R4-2301857

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	1. No impact to UE RF requirements is expected.
1. Rel-18 will operate with same UE RF requirements as Rel-17.
Following proposals are submitted:
1. RAN4 to agree there is no impact to UE RF requirements from Rel-18 enhanced RedCap.
Observation 1: The agenda item shall be removed.


	R4-2301625

	Xiaomi

	Proposal 1: R-18 eRedcap UE RF requirements for UL and DL in FR1 can reuse the requirements for Redcap in R-17.
Proposal 2: R-18 eRedcap to further reduce UE complexity only applies to FR1.




Open issues summary
Before Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Most companies think the legacy RF requirements apply to new type RedCap UE with RB restriction on PUSCH and PDSCH. One company thinks the REFSENS needs to be defined for the new type RedCap UE but no other impacts is seen. The Tx and Rx requirement can be discussed separately.
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 2-1: Tx requirement on new type RedCap UE
· Proposals
· Option 1: Reuse the Rel-17 requirements 
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 2-2: REFSENS for new type Redcap UE with 2Rx
· Proposals
· Option 1: Define the REFSENS
· Option 2: Reuse the legacy REFSENS
· Recommended WF
· TBA

… Sub-topic 2-3
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 2-3: Scaling factor for REFSENS for new type Redcap UE with 1Rx/HD-FDD
· Proposals
· Option 1: Reuse the legacy scaling
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA
… Sub-topic 2-4
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 2-3: Other Rx requirement than REFSENS
· Proposals
· Option 1: Blocking requirements of eRedCap UE shall not be more stringent than RedCap or NR UE blocking requirements
· Option 2: Legacy requirement can be reused.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

