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Introduction
In the last RAN4-94bis-e meeting, agreements were not made on any of the open issues listed below:
· Mechanism when capability parameters are absent
· Mechanism when when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability
· Whether or not to include “blind” scheme on top of the scheme based on reporting capability at current stage
The scope of this email discussion is focused on these three questions together with determining MSD values for DC_3_n41.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA

Topic #1: Power class 2 UE for FDD+TDD EN-DC
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006379
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: When capability parameters are absent and exceeded by UL scheduling choosing “default value” and “PC fallback” are the efficient mechanism in Rel-16 for UE complying with the SAR requirements.
Observation 1: In case of SAR effect caused by NR TDD bands is dominate compared to that by LTE TDD bands the SAR compliance issue is likely to be encountered.
Observation 2: There are accompanying issues such as SAR compliance and lower E-UTRA transmission power compared to the limited benefits.
Proposal 2: Not to introduce blind scheme at least in Rel-16.
Observation 3: It seem not very appropriate to include the “Reduce_FDD_power” item in common capability set due to different LTE reference configurations.
Observation 4: Much impacts on network, signaling set, specification and measurement are foreseen if supporting “blind” scheme necessary.

	R4-2006380
	Samsung
	Draft CR for TS 38.101-3 to introduce power class for PC2 FDD-TDD ENDC

	R4-2006381
	Xiaomi
	Proposal 1: Choosing the tradition way that “default value” when capability parameters are absent and “PC fallback” or “blind scheme” when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability at this stage, the blind scheme could be as an enhancement or optimization for next step.

	R4-2006614
	China Unicom
	Proposal 1: Not to include “blind” scheme within this WI, but it could be further studied in the future as potential enhancements for SAR compliance.
Proposal 2: To use default values when capability parameters are missing, and UE should fall back to PC3 in case UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds UE capability to keep consistent with other HPUEs.

	R4-2006654
	T-Mobile USA
	Proposal 1: RAN4 should keep the option open for UE Based SAR management for Power Class 2 FDD+TDD inter-band EN-DC.

	R4-2006843
	CHTTL
	Observation 1: Option B (UE report capability scheme with conditional statement on LTE side)	is compliant with the report capability scheme, and can achieve no duty cycle restriction on LTE side with proper PLTE setting.
Proposal 1: For the PC2 FDD-TDD UE, if there will be UEs that fallback to PC3 when UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability, consider a conditional statement for 100% UL percentage with an upper limit of the UL power setting on the LTE side for each fixed LTE reference configuration. If the network configuration PLTE is not larger than the upper limit, it is assumed that the UE can maintain PC2 power with up to 100% LTE UL percentage when the NR UL percentage does not exceed the capability.
	- The upper limit of the PLTE corresponding to the fixed LTE reference configuration (70%, 40%) can be (21, 19) dBm respectively

	R4-2007052
	Ericsson
	Observation 1: unlike the “blind” scheme the duty-cycle reporting still has open issues: the evaluation periods of the duty-cycles on LTE and NR to be observed by a UE network supporting CG coordination are unspecified; and FDD is normally tested with full duty cycle in SAR testing, not at any reference LTE duty cycle. 
Proposal 1: support for EN-DC power class 2 for FDD-TDD band combination is specified by combining the methods of NR duty-cycle reporting and reduced FDD power.

Proposal 2: when duty-cycle capabilities are absent, follow the “blind scheme” by reduced power (PLTE) and use of the common UL-DL patterns on the TDD CG.
Proposal 3: when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability, the blind scheme should be followed.

	R4-2007053
	Ericsson
	CR: Introduction of EN-DC power class 2 for FDD-TDD band combinations

	R4-2008228
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Observation: The criteria to configure PLTE is not clear for the “blind scheme”.
Proposal 1: To eliminate the concern on the tight co-ordination of CGs for network implementation, “full duty supported” behavior can be assumed when capability parameters are absent. 
Proposal 2: UE fallback to PC3 is adopted in Rel-16 when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability.

	R4-2008262
	vivo
	Observation1: HPUE schemes of LTE, NR SA and EN-DC (TDD+TDD) all use default value when UE doesn’t report capability parameters.
Observation2: “blind scheme” will introduce additional UE test points for SAR compliance if it is adopted when scheduling exceeds the UE capability.
Proposal 1: adopt option1 when capability parameters are absent i.e. using default values of maxNRDuty for two cases of LTE and NR power combination. 
Proposal 2: introduce a new item in UE signalling to indicate if “Reduce_FDD_power” is supported.
Proposal 3: adopt Option1 when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability in R16 WI, i.e. UE should fall back to PC3.
Proposal 4: continue discussion of “blind scheme” in R17 power class fall back optimization.

	R4-2008263
	vivo
	[Draft] LS on UE capability for PC2 inter-band EN-DC (LTE FDD+NR TDD)

	R4-2008264
	vivo
	CR for adding SAR solutions for FDD+TDD EN-DC PC2 UE



Open issues summary
Before e-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: 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: Mechanism when capability parameters are missing
· Proposals
· Option 1: Using default value of MaxNRDuty for two cases of  LTE and NR power combination
· Option 2: Following blind scheme by reduced power (PLTE) and use of the common UL-DL patterns on the TDD CG
· Option 3: Assume “Full duty support” when capability parameters are missing
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2: mechanism when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability
· Proposals
· Option 1: UE should fallback to PC3
· Option 2: Blind scheme should be followed
· Option 3: UEs fallback to PC3 when UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability, but add a conditional statement for 100% UL percentage with an upper limit of the UL power setting on the LTE side for each fixed LTE reference configuration.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description: 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-3: Whether or not to include “blind” scheme
· Proposals
· Option 1: Not to include “blind” scheme at current stage
· Option 2: Introduce the “blind” scheme as the baseline
· Option 3: Introduce a new item in UE signalling to indicate if “Reduce_FDD_power” is supported
Further discuss the benefits of “blind” scheme on top of the scheme based on reporting capability and the impacts of “blind” scheme on UE side.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Sub topic 1-1: We prefer the tradition way Option 1, and Option 2 may be as enhancement for the next step
Sub topic 1-2: We prefer Option 1, and Option 2 may be as enhancement for the next step
Sub topic 1-3: We prefer Option 1, and Option 2 may be as enhancement for the next step


	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Issue 1-1:  Option 1
Issue 1-2:  Option 1
Issue 1-3:  Option 1

	Samsung
	Sub topic 1-1: 
Issue 1-1: Mechanism when capability parameters are missing
Support option 1
Typical default mechanism has been already applied to NR SA and TDD-TDD ENDC of PC2 HPUE.
For option 2 there are already some concerns identified for instance lower E-UTRA transmission power, SAR measurement impacts, etc.
For option 3 “Full duty support” in capability set means no any restriction on uplink scheduling between the CGs for PC2 FDD-TDD EN-DC requirements thus it is based on the mechanism when capability parameters are existing. Instead option 3, i.e., adopt “Full duty support” is actually based on the mechanism when capability parameters are absent. It would conflict with the UE signaling approved and therefore cause unnecessary ambiguity.
Sub topic 1-2:
Issue 1-2: mechanism when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability
Support Option 1
UE fallback behavior between TDD-TDD and FDD-TDD for PC2 EN-DC should be consistent as possible in the Rel-16.
Sub topic 1-3:
Issue 1-3: Whether or not to include “blind” scheme
Support Option 1.
For option 2, there are much impact on UE signaling and measurement compared with the limited benefits. It’s not preferable to introduce blind scheme in Rel-16.
For option 3, it seems not appropriate to include the “Reduce_FDD_power” item in current UE capability signaling set corresponding to different LTE UL duty cycle reference configurations.

	ZTE
	Considering it is the last Rel-16 meeting, and also PC2 TDD-TDD ENDC have already adopted typical scheme in Rel-16, i.e. fall back to PC3. In our view, PC2 TDD-FDD ENDC and PC2 TDD-TDD ENDC share the same apporach. Therefore:
Issue 1-1:  Option 1 is preferable
Issue 1-2:  Option 1 is preferable
Issue 1-3:  Option 1 is preferable

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1: Option 2
Issue 1-2: Option 2
Issue 1-3: Option 2.
The blind scheme as a baseline
It is claimed that the blind scheme is complicated. The blind scheme uses existing EN-DC UE power control without changes.
When the EN-DC connection is set up, a UE receives all information for the SCG (TDD) in the RRC reconfiguration: the PLTE if configured, the EN-DC power cap if configured and the U/D patterns along with all the rest of the information (like SI) provided for establishing the connection. Regardless of power class.
· An EN-DC PC3 uses the power class and the EN-DC power cap (if configured) to set its maximum total EN-DC power.
· An EN-DC PC2 would use the power class, the LTE if configured, the EN-DC power cap if configured and computes the maximum duty cycle from the U/D pattern to set its maximum total EN-DC power.
Where is the complication? Suppose we have a case 1 device (PC3 on both CG). If PLTE = 22 dBm, same effect as MPR = 1 dB, and the maximum duty cycle is 25%, then the total EN-DC power is 25 dBm for the EN-DC PC2, 2 dB higher than the EN-DC PC3. The TDD power is scaled for 22 dBm and higher whereas the TDD power is scaled at 16 dBm and possibly dropped – a 6 dB difference! Without coordination. How can this be negative?
If the network and UEs support duty-cycle reporting, the total EN-DC power can be increased to 26 dBm when the actual NR duty cycle is within capability and the actual LTE duty cycle is less than the reference value. On top of the above baseline. This is implemented in the Ericsson CR in 7053.
Duty-cycle reporting required coordinated scheduling and management in the device
When duty cycle reporting was introduced it was intended as a recommendation for BS scheduling. Without the blind scheme it becomes a prerequisite for EN-DC PC2. There is no standardized inter-node interface that supports duty-cycle coordination. Hence not possible for all network architectures.
Setting PLTE < 23 dBm is standard for FDD-TDD PC3 to make sure the TDD is not dropped. If FDD coverage is impaired the EN-DC connection is released. If the network supports tight coordination and UEs report capability, the PLTE can be set to 23 dBm and operate without support of the baseline. If the network does not support coordination, it would be unaware of the UE output power without the blind scheme and most of the virtues of the feature are lost.
Fallback when duty-cycle capability is exceeded
If PLTE < 23 dBm configured then there is fallback to 25 dBm output power with the blind-scheme baseline in the example above, 23 dBm without the blind scheme. Why waste output power with mandated fallback to PC3? If PLTE is not configured the fallback is always 23 dBm.
The average total power over maximum two frames can never exceed 23 dBm with the blind scheme. Now there is an argument that the ‘SAR load’ is higher for the TDD bands. If so, this also applies for duty-cycle reporting and notably also for all the TDD 3.5 GHz bands for which HPUE is specified at a default 50% duty cycle. Same for all. P-MPR is always available.
What has the operator got to lose by using the blind scheme as a baseline? It only provides benefits and a 3GPP baseline for the EN-DC PC2 feature that can be used also for networks for which tight CG coordination is not possible, too complex or too costly.

	CHTTL
	Issue 1-2: We propose option 3 is to find a compromise between option 1 and option 2 hopefully. We are fine to compromise if no one prefer this option.
Our understanding is UE is allowed to fallback to PC3, and even no tight coordination is supported the report capability scheme can still work but just cannot fully utilized.
Though the blind scheme gives more options, but considering other PC3 UEs not sure it will be good to configure PLTE to be < 23dBm?
We think to apply blind scheme needs more majority views, otherwise we suggest go for option 1 which is aligned the conclusion of the SI, and this WI is supposed to closed in June.

	Vodafone
	Issue 1-1: Option 2
Issue 1-2: Option 2
Issue 1-3: Option 2
The blind scheme offers numerous benefits with seemingly little to no added complexity. Given this, we support it as a baseline.

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1: Mechanism when capability parameters are missing
Support option 3, also can be compromised to option 1 
Issue 1-2: mechanism when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability
Support Option 1
Issue 1-3: Whether or not to include “blind” scheme
Support Option 1. Not to include “blind” scheme.
For option 2, it is not the recommended solution during the SI. For the solution of reduced LTE power, definitely it will have impact on existing network planning for LTE and reduce the network coverage. The solution just said to configure Plte<23dBm, but what’s the criteria to configure the parameter? Which power should be configured in the network, any principles based on network planning? Whether the UE specific parameter should be configured per UE or be configured for all UEs in the cell? Also the exchanged information between CGs is only the UE NR duty cycle capability, which is a static value, not a dynamic changed capability, we don’t see any implementation difficulty for such an info transferring and we don’t think this kind of info exchange can be considered as tight co-ordination between CGs. 

	China Unicom
	In our understanding, employing blind scheme by reducing LTE FDD power in EN-DC will affect cell coverage (i.e. shrinking the uplink coverage area), and create impact to the existing cell planning and arrangement, which is undesirable for operators who had already commercially deployed 5G NSA network.
In addition, we agree with the view that applying blind scheme as the baseline requires more majority support from network and UE vendors in order to finalize the WI on time.

	T-Mobile USA
	Issue 1-1: Option 2
Issue 1-2: Option 2
Issue 1-3: Option 2
The blind scheme offers numerous benefits with seemingly little to no added complexity. Given this, we support it as a baseline.

	OPPO
	Issue 1-1: Option 3
Issue 1-2: Option 1
Issue 1-3: Option 1

	vivo
	Issue 1-1: Option 1
Option 1 is already quite aligned with NR SA and Rel-16 TDD-TDD ENDC HPUE.  The blind scheme would do more calculation and also involves other questionable restrictions, so it is proposed not to consider this in Rel-16.
Issue 1-2: Option 1
The reason is similar to previous issue. Option 3 can also be accepted if helpful to make progress.
Issue 1-3: Option 1
Option 3 is also acceptable as a possible compromise.


 
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

	R4-2006380
Samsung’s CR
	Ericsson: not agreed.

	
	T-Mobile USA: We don’t agree with the power class logic. There are four “ifs” below the “Else” but no logic for what happens if all four of these “ifs” are false. It would help to provide a discussion document with a flow chart for the logic as was presented in the 29 dBm HPUE WI in R4-2000426.

	
	vivo: There are some logic problems and unclear wording such as “corresponding to” in the description. There is also a bit more redundancy than needed.

	R4-2007053
Ericsson’s CR
	Huawei: Disagree the changes.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2008264
Vivo’s CR
	Ericsson: not agreed.

	
	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 When capability parameters are absentSub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Option 1: Samsung, Xiaomi, Qualcomm, ZTE, [Huawei], CU, vivo
Option 2: Ericsson, Vodafone, T-mobile
Option 3: Huawei, OPPO
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the options listed in 1st round.Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic#2 When the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Option 1: Samsung, Xiaomi, Qualcomm, ZTE, [CHTTL], Huawei, OPPO, CU, vivo
Option 2: Ericsson, Vodafone, T-mobile
Option 3: CHTTL, [vivo]
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the options listed in 1st round.

	Sub-topic#3  “Blind” scheme
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Option 1: Samsung, Xiaomi, Qualcomm, ZTE, CHTTL, Huawei, OPPO, CU, vivo
Option 2: Ericsson, Vodafone, T-mobile
Option 3: [vivo]
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the options listed in 1st round.
 Based on the discussion, it is observed that companies have different views and cannot reach consensus on the benefit and the UE impacts regarding introducing the blind scheme as the baseline which occurred during last meeting. A compromise should be reached in order to conclude WI on time.



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	WF on PC2 EN-DC FDD+TDD HPUE
	China Unicom







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

	R4-2006380
Samsung’s CR
	Consensus has not been reached yet, so this CR is not agreed at current stage

	R4-2007053
Ericsson’s CR
	Consensus has not been reached yet, so this CR is not agreed at current stage

	R4-2008264
Vivo’s CR
	Consensus has not been reached yet, so this CR is not agreed at current stage. However, considering this is the last meeting for Rel-16, it is recommended to treat this CR as the baseline.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #2: MSD analysis for DC_3_n41
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006382
	Xiaomi
	Observation 1: No changes on MSD value due to cross band isolation for PC2 case 1 compared to PC3 for DC_3-n41
Observation 2: The Rx requirements below need to be reevaluated for high power UE for DC _3_n41.
1.	MSD value for case 2 due to cross band isolation that UL band n41 falling into DL band3
2.	 MSD value due to IMD4 falling into Band 3 for both case 1 and case 2.
Proposal 1: The MSD value due to cross band isolation in table 5 is proposed for PC2 case 2 for DC_3-n41.
Proposal 2: The MSD value due to IMD4 as illustrated in table 8 is proposed for both PC2 case 1 and case 2 for DC_3-n41.

	R4-2007008
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: The MSD caused by IMD4.
Proposal 2: The MSD caused by cross-band isolation.



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: The MSD caused by IMD4
· Proposals
· Option 1: Xiaomi’s proposal
	NR or E-UTRA Band / Channel bandwidth / NRB / MSD

	EUTRA or NR band
	UL Fc 
(MHz)
	UL/DL BW 
(MHz)
	UL 
LCRB
	DL Fc (MHz)
	MSD 
(dB)
	IMD order

	3
	1740
	5
	25
	1835
	18.8
	IMD4

	n41
	2657.5
	10
	50
	2657.5
	N/A
	N/A



· Option 2: ZTE’s proposal
	NR or E-UTRA Band / Channel bandwidth / NRB / MSD

	EN-DC
Configuration
	EUTRA or NR band
	UL Fc 
(MHz)
	UL/DL BW 
(MHz)
	UL 
LCRB
	DL Fc (MHz)
	MSD 
(dB)
	IMD order

	DC_3A_n41A
	3
	1740
	5
	25
	1835
	18.1
	IMD4

	
	n41
	2657.5
	10
	50
	2657.5
	N/A
	N/A



· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: MSD value due to cross band isolation
· Proposals
· Option 1: Xiaomi’s proposal
	E-UTRA or NR Band / Channel bandwidth of the affected DL band / MSD

	UL band
	DL band
	5 MHz
(dB)
	10 MHz
(dB)
	15 MHz
(dB)
	20 MHz
(dB)
	25 MHz
(dB)
	30 MHz
(dB)
	40 MHz
(dB)
	50 MHz
(dB)
	60 MHz
(dB)
	80 MHz
(dB)
	90 MHz
(dB)

	3
	n41
	
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	
	
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7

	n41
	3
	2.2
	2.2
	2.2
	2.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



· Option 2: ZTE’s proposal
	
	E-UTRA or NR Band / Channel bandwidth of the affected DL band / MSD

	UL band
	DL band
	5 MHz
(dB)
	10 MHz
(dB)
	15 MHz
(dB)
	20 MHz
(dB)
	25 MHz
(dB)
	30 MHz
(dB)
	40 MHz
(dB)
	50 MHz
(dB)
	60 MHz
(dB)
	80 MHz
(dB)
	90 MHz
(dB)
	100 MHz
(dB)

	3
	n41
	
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	
	
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7

	n41
	3
	2.4
	2.4
	2.4
	2.4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Sub topic 2-2:
….
Others:

	Skyworks
	Question for clarification: is it the intention to revisit all MSDs when PC2 FDD+TDD is declared? It would be better to agree on a delta MSD that could be generic: the delta could be specific to the type of MSD (harmonics/IMD/cross band…). both companies come to very close numbers but could they comment on the observed delta between PC3 and PC2.

	Xiaomi
	We can compromise to accept the average approach like RAN4 usually do considering the difference is not so much. To Skyworks, we understand your point and the proposed general approach (introducing a delta MSD for each type of MSD) could facilitate the introduction of PC2 band combination. However, we need also check the case that there is no MSD for PC3 but there may be for PC2 for some band combinations and not sure whether it is late to do so for existing band combination 3+n78 and 3+n41, or we can also take the existing agreed MSD (3+n78) as baseline. Anyway we would like to hear the view from more companies.

	Qualcomm
	We are still checking the proposed MSD values.  We think that MSD will need to be checked for all PC2 FDD+TDD combinations.  A generic PC3-to-PC2 delta may not work because each band behaves differently with different components, different competing requirements, etc.

	CMCC
	The MSD issue of PC2 FDD+TDD EN-DC band combination (3+n41A) has been discussed for three meetings in RAN4, and we have already completed the MSD analysis of PC2 EN-DC 3+78A in this way. We propose to complete this MSD requirements for 3+41A in this meeting based on the existing value of xiaomi and ZTE. Because we did not see other analysis value in the recent RAN4 meetings, we can accept the MSD requirements of average xiaomi and ZTE in this meeting.

	ZTE
	We can accept the average MSD values. In our view, it is not appropriate to adopt a generic delta MSD method for all the PC2 combs, it should be discussed case by case.

	Huawei
	For specific band combination of 3+n41A, we should move forward based on available values. If later on, it identifies that the values are not appropriate after further evaluation, anyway, reasonable changes would be allowed.


 
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

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	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 2-1 
The MSD caused by IMD4
	Tentative agreements:
Average of two proposals, MSD caused by IMD4 = 18.4dB for DC_3_n41 combination
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 2-2
MSD value due to cross band isolation
	Tentative agreements:
Average of two proposals, MSD value due to cross band isolation = 2.3dB for 5/10/15/20MHz for DC_3_n41 combination
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





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)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”






C2 General

