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1 Introduction
This contribution continue to provide our considerations on the remaining open issues listed in the WF [1] on 8Rx for CPE/FWA/vehicle/industrial devices.
2 Discussion
ΔRIB, 8R
ΔRIB, 8R has been discussed several meetings but no consensus, one of the controversial issue is that whether the PDCCH aggregation level shall be considered together with ΔRIB, 8R. Based on the discussion in the last meeting, it was agreed that RAN4 to specify 8Rx requirements under a single aggregation level for the same set of SCS/CBW if RAN4 agrees to have AL assumption. But how to specify the PDCCH aggregation level is still under the discussion.The following options are recommended in the last meeting.
· Recommended WF

· Option 1: AL=8 

· Option 2: different AL depending on SCS/CBW as specified in the following tables:

· 2-a)

	Parameter
	Value
	Comment

	Aggregation level
	1
	CBW=10MHz when SCS=60kHz

	
	2
	CBW=15MHz when SCS=60kHz

	
	4
	CBW=5MHz when SCS=15kHz

CBW=10,15MHz when SCS=30kHz

CBW=20,25,30MHz when SCS=60kHz

	
	8
	CBW>=10 when SCS=15kHz

CBW>=20 when SCS=30kHz

CBW>=40 when SCS=60kHz


· 2-b)

	Parameter
	Value
	Comment

	Aggregation level
	1
	CBW=10MHz when SCS=60kHz

	
	2
	CBW=15MHz when SCS=60kHz

	
	4
	CBW=5MHz when SCS=15kHz

CBW=10,15MHz when SCS=30kHz

CBW=20,25,30MHz when SCS=60kHz

	
	8
	CBW>=10 when SCS=15kHz

CBW>=20 when SCS=30kHz

CBW>=40 when SCS=60kHz

	
	16
	CBW>15 MHz when SCS=15kHz

CBW>30 MHz when SCS=30kHz 

CBW>70 MHz when SCS=60kHz


· Option 3: No assumption

· Option 4: Further evaluate the difference between AL=4 and AL=8. There is no significant difference is identified, AL=4 will apply.

Regarding option 2, it proposed using the same AL setting as ACS testing. However, according to [2], the reason to introduce this separate AL setting compared with other Rx characteristics is that: the NR UE receiver ACS test requirements for PDCCH/DCI could be tighter than PDSCH due to that the PDCCH/DCI may not occupy the entire channel bandwidth where the signal power is lower than that of PDSCH as defined in ACS core specifications. It could be seen the intention of option 2 is different from what we faced in 8Rx on PDCCH aggregation level. As discussed earlier, due to the higher NF in 8Rx and the lower operating SNR at the receiver may cause the PDCCH detection, the PDCCH aggregation level=4 in current RAN5 spec for NR Rx testing needs to be revaluated. It is therefore option 2 is not our preference. From our perspective, if ΔRIB, 8R for NR is specified smaller than -4.0 dB (8Rx in LTE) for the same frequency band, the aggregation level for NR should be better no less than that for LTE. According to LTE spec, the aggregation level is 8 when CBW≥ 5MHz. Hence, option 1 is our preference for AL and the average value -4.3 dB can be considered as compromise value for ΔRIB, 8R.
Observation 1: the different AL depending on SCS/CBW specified in option 2 is to avoid having tighter ACS requirements for PDCCH/DCI than PDSCH, which is different from what we faced in 8Rx on PDCCH aggregation level.
Proposal 1: Apply -4.3 dB for n41/n77/n78/n79 with an assumption of AL=8
ΔPPowerClass for SRS antenna switching for PCMAX_H,f,c
In previous meetings, the potential PCMAX_H,f,c improvement issue is raised for 1T8R. However, based on the discussion so far, it seems there are two completely different interpretation why this PCMAX_H,f,c improvement is needed. Interpretation one is that apply 3dB ΔPpowerclass into PCMAX_H,f,c would kill the room for UE to pursue higher transmission power because some UEs would be capable to transmit slightly more than 23dBm at the antenna which would be helpful for SRS transmit performance. Interpretation two is from the perspective that the scenario PC2 capable UE with TxD in current spec is not clear, i.e. whether the scenario includes PC2 UE with 26dBm+23dBm, and 26dBm+26dBm PA configuration. If the answer is yes, ΔPPowerClass for SRS antenna switching to PCMAX_H,f,c may be unnecessary. From our perspective, we need to first clarify what the real reason for removing 3dBΔPPowerClass for SRS antenna switching for PCMAX_H,f,c.
In addition, we also agree with some company’s view that it is better adopting a unified approach for 8Rx, 4Rx and 2Rx because they are facing the same situation.

Observation 2: Based on the discussion so far, it seems there are two completely different interpretation why this PCMAX_H,f,c improvement is needed. What the real reason for removing 3dBΔPPowerClass for SRS antenna switching for PCMAX_H,f,c should be first clarified.
3. Conclusion

In this paper, we give our views on 8Rx on CPE/FWA/vehicle/industrial devices and make the following proposal and observation:
Observation 1: the different AL depending on SCS/CBW specified in option 2 is to avoid having tighter ACS requirements for PDCCH/DCI than PDSCH, which is different from what we faced in 8Rx on PDCCH aggregation level.
Proposal 1: Apply -4.3 dB for n41/n77/n78/n79 with an assumption of AL=8
Observation 2: Based on the discussion so far, it seems there are two completely different interpretation why this PCMAX_H,f,c improvement is needed. What the real reason for removing 3dBΔPPowerClass for SRS antenna switching for PCMAX_H,f,c should be first clarified.
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