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Introduction
This summary capture the Ad-hoc minutes for [108][145] NR_cov_enh2_part2.
Topic #1: Transparent scheme(s)
The discussed issues
Sub-topic 1-1 - Transparent scheme(s) under consideration
As included to contributions for this meeting and previously discussed within RAN4 transparent schemes other than FDSS seem to have never been discussed in detail within 3GPP. Further, the following was agreed in RAN4 #104bis-e and RAN1 #110bis-e.
Agreement: (RAN4 #104bis-e)
· Frequency domain spectrum shaping without spectrum extension for DFT-S-OFDM is the transparent scheme thus far according to the WID
· Other techniques can be discussed depending on RAN Plenary decision
Agreement: (RAN1 #110bis-e)
At least the following candidate solutions for MPR/PAR reduction will be studied in RAN1.
· Frequency domain spectrum shaping w/ spectrum extension
· Frequency domain spectrum shaping w/o spectrum extension
· Tone reservation (which can only be w/ spectrum extension)

Given the RAN and WG agreements and guidance it is suggested that RAN4 confirms that only FDSS shall be considered by RAN4 for MPR/PAR reduction. Note that there is also a proposal this meeting not to consider any MPR/PAR reduction at all within Rel-18 timeframe.
Issue 1-1: Transparent scheme
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 shall conform to only consider FDSS (Frequency domain spectrum shaping w/o spectrum extension) for MPR/PAR reduction within Rel-18 timeframe.
· Option 2: RAN4 shall further discuss schemes for MPR/PAR reduction within Rel-18 timeframe.
· Option 3: RAN4 shall not consider MPR/PAR reduction within Rel-18 timeframe. 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
[Moderator Note] – Option 3 above seems to be against the RAN guidance but is included as it is from a contribution submitted for this meeting.

[Ad-hoc discussion]
Ericsson: It is “a” transparent scheme. No limitation. We are also OK with discussion on down selection.
Samsung: It should be only FDSS.
QC: Transparent only requires no impact to RAN1. No limitation. It should be contribution driven.
MTK: We can specify requirement only based on FDSS. We should be clarified that UE is obliged to not only using FDSS. The spec wording should not limit to FDSS.
Nokia: RAN guidance doesn’t preclude other transparent schemes. We need to decide specific methods for specification work. Only consider FDSS. MTK proposal is better.
Apple: Transparent means that you can do anything. MTK proposal is fine. We should focus on FDSS.
Vivo: OK with the proposal from MTK.


Agreement:
Consider FDSS for the PAR/MPR reduction requirement.


Sub-topic 1-2 - Simulation effort
Given the previous simulation efforts may not have been completely focused on the current target for the WI as stated in some contributions it can be questioned if RAN4 need to perform a new simulation campaign or can reuse the existing results.
Issue 1-2: New Simulations
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 shall perform new simulations to assess the proposed transparent schemes for MPR/PAR reduction.
· Option 2: There is no need for additional simulation efforts by RAN4 as the already provided simulations are sufficient.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Agreement:
RAN4 proceed with the current simulation result.

