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Current agreements
From UE RF Chairman’s minutes [9]:
· The agreement for PC3: 
· 1st approach: Study this and solve identified possible issues in Rel16. How to address this is further discuss in this meeting. Also other approaches should not be precluded.
· 2nd approach: Specify this in Rel15
· Whether Beam correspondence UE capability is mandatory or not should be defined for PC basis FR2.

From Beam Correspondence adhoc [10]:
· For PC3, beam correspondence is based on Approach 2 
· For PC3, beam correspondence implies that both spherical coverage and minimum peak EIRP are met
· For Rel16, study to solve possible issues about Approach 1. Other approaches are not precluded.
· More offline discussion needed between the two options below:
· Option1: only SSB
· Option2: both SSB and CSI-RS
· Apple and Qualcomm will work on a combined draft CR based on what agreed above. 

Discussion:

Open issues
· Assumption on DL signal; Option 1 (only SSB) vs. Option 2 (both SSB and CSI-RS)
· The link does not use any SRS configuration
· Testability implications of including beam peak in BC requirement and potential EIRP CDF measurement grid optimization
· The requirements shall be met with both UL polarizations active
Discussion:
DL signal aspects
Qualcomm: we are ok with Option 2
Nokia: RAN1 has discussed these features, and both are mandatory; we prefer Option 1 and Option 2 jointly
Intel: we prefer Option 2; in a real network CSI-RS will be available; this is the best option for the UE perform beamforming based on this measurement; we can discuss how to define this
Sony: we prefer Option 2 with both polarizations
Huawei: Option 2
Apple: Option 2
MediaTek: Option 2
Nokia: just Option 1 is not acceptable; having requirements for both is ideal, but SSB alone is not OK for us
Ericsson: Option 2; we should rephrase to both SSB and/or CSI-RS
Nokia: to Ericsson, ideally we would do SSB alone, CSI-RS alone, and then both; for us only SSB is not OK; perhaps we should list all that are acceptable

Proposal: RAN4 will not define this requirement based on just SSB alone
Samsung: do we need to decide this meeting?

SRS aspects
Huawei: do we need this limitation? SRS can have many configurations
Nokia: regarding SRS, it is not always available in all conditions; we need requirements without SRS present; additional cases can also be considered

Testability aspects
Intel: thre is some difference in the settings for CDF and peak EIRP; if the settings are different, how can we ensure we achieve peak EIRP using the CDF measurement?

UL polarization aspects
Qualcomm: we would like more time to discuss this
Way forward
Discussion:
Qualcomm: if the draft CR cannot be done this meeting, then mabe we can have a short way forward to capture agreements and target approval of draft CR for next meeting
Apple: this is a good idea; if we go to next meeting, then maybe we should inform RAN1 about our current agreements
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Option 1: way forward document in RAN4
Option 2: WF in RAN4 and LS to RAN1

LGE: for Option 2 what are the contents in the LS? Only capture current RAN4 agreements?
Apple: we let them know that we continue working on this and also capture current agreements just for information
LGE: is it just to capture the agreements without mentioning capability?
Apple: yes, no capability mention
Qualcomm: we think the WF is more important, because we don’t have the requirement defined; if we want to send some information to RAN1, we are worried that we could confuse RAN1 more than clarify; we can have an LS, but maybe it should be very simple
Apple: we agree
MediaTek: what would be the purpose of the LS? Are there issues that require RAN1 feedback?
Apple: RAN1 is awaiting RAN4 input, because they are discussing feature list on BC; if we inform them that we are working on this requirement, then it may help them to have the status information

Agreement: Qualcomm will prepare a WF, Apple will prepare an LS
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