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Introduction
This WI should be finalized in this meeting. The main contributions are big CRs to 38.104, 38.101-2, 38.141-2, 38.133 and TPs to TR 38.887.  The only remaining open issue is EESS protection at 36 GHz.
· Topic #1: UE RF Requirements
· Sub-topic 1-1: EESS protection based on WRC-19 output

During the first round of email discussions, it is recommended to agree on CRs, TPs and how to treat EESS protection in this WI. 

Topic #1:UE RF requirement
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2007087 
	     OPPO   
	Proposal 1: EESS protection for both n259 and n260 should be treated together.  

	R4-2006990
	NTT DOCOMO INC
	CR to TS 38.101-2 for the introduction of n259

	R4-2007793
	Ericsson
	TP to TR 38.887 on UE RF requirements

	R4-2007795
	Ericsson
	CR  to 38.101-2 for Introduction of band n259



Open issues summary
[bookmark: _Hlk33297529]How to incorporate WRC19 conclusion for EESS protection in 36-37GHz into 3GPP specifications. These requirements are applicable to both band n259 and n260.
Sub-topic 1-1
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: EESS protection
· Proposals
· Option 1: Include EESS protection for band n259 in this WI 
· Option 2: Do not include EESS protection for band n259 in this WI, EESS protection for both band n259 and n260 should be treated together  and the solution should be in line with solution at 24 GHz
              Recommended WF: Adopt option 2 (There is no contribution on BS)


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

	Intel
	Issue 1-1: EESS protection
We support the recommended WF - Option 2

	3UK
	Issue 1-1: EESS protection
3UK support WF - Option 2

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1: EESS protection
We support Option 2

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1: EESS protection
Support Option 2

	Nokia
	Issue 1-1: EESS protection
Support Option 2

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Issue 1-1: EESS protection: Option 1.
As Qualcomm mentioned below, introduction of EESS protection in n259 have no issue on signalling aspect. We just confirm no A-MPR is needed.
We have objection on the description in Option 2, “EESS protection for both band n259 and n260 should be treated together”. We do not need to discuss n259 together with n260. Introduction of EESS protection in n260 is more complicated since it would need newly introduced NS in the existing band n260.

	Apple
	We should include EESS protection in this WI, since this is part of the band-specific regulatory requirement.  At least for the UE there is an impact on requirements.


 
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

	R4-2006990
	Anritsu: For EIS Spherical coverage in Table 7.3.4.3-1, n259 value are 1.2dB worse than n260 for 50MHz and 100MHz Ch BW, but 1.1dB worse than n260 for 200MHz and 400MHz Ch BW. Normally this difference is a consistent 1.2dB, as in Ericsson R4-2007795 for the same table.   

	
	 Qualcomm: We prefer 6990 due to more complete consideration of known or anticipated emissions requirements. While it goes against moderator guidance, n259 is a trivial case in context of WRC19, (no AMPR is anticipated), so we are open to including anticipated requirements under ‘general requirements’.

	
	Intel: 
Since we have only addressed PC3 for band n259 so far, two tables need editing to reflect this. Also, it might be best to have two separate notes, one for n260 and one for n259.
· The note for n259 in Table 6.3.1.2-1 should include power class 2 and power class 4
· The note for n259 in Table 6.3A.1.2-1 should include power class 2 and power class 4
As Anritsu pointed out, the 200MHz and 400MHz EIS spherical coverage values in Table 7.3.4.3-1 are off by 0.1dB; they should be -65.9dBm and -62.9dBm

	
	Huawei: according to the moderator’s recommended WF, no need to include EESS protection for n259 for the moment. Agree with Intel that the requirements for n259 are specific to PC3, thus both PC2 and PC4 should be excluded from tables of Table 6.3.1.2-1 and Table 6.3A.1.2-1.

	
	NTT DOCOMO, INC. 
For Anritu and Intel:
We will correct the values of spherical coverage EIS.
For Intel:
We understood that n259 is not specified for PC1, PC2 and PC4 and n260 is not specified for PC2 so far, which should be clarified in different note in Table 6.3.1.2-1 and Table 6.3A.1.2-1.
For Qualcomm:
Thank you for your comments. Yes, we would like to include EESS protection in n259 if there are no further comments on A-MPR.

	R4-2007793

	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007795
	6990 and 7795 are very similar, see notes for 6990 above

	
	Intel: Almost the same content as R4-2006990. However, the EIS spherical coverage content in Table 7.3.4.3-1 is correct in this CR (R4-2007795).
As with 6990, the note for n259 in Table 6.3.1.2-1 and Table 6.3A.1.2-1 needs to be edited to include power class 2 and power class 4 (for greater clarity, it would be best to have two separate notes in the tables: one for n260 and one for n259).

	
	Huawei: requirements for n259 are specific to PC3, thus both PC2 and PC4 should be excluded from tables of Table 6.3.1.2-1 and Table 6.3A.1.2-1.



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.
[bookmark: _Hlk41561318]On EESS protection at 37GH,  6 companies (Intel, 3UK, Ericsson, Nokia, Huawei and Oppo) do not support inclusion of EESS protection in this WI and 3 companies (DOCOMO, Qualcomm and Apple) support inclusion of EESS protection in this WI.
Considering that there is no contribution on BS requirements and the need that UE and BS should be aligned (both UE and BS requirements should be included) and also the fact that this WI should be finalized in this meeting, it is proposed as WF not to include EESS protection in this WI.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements: 
Candidate options: Not to include EESS protection in n259 WI
Recommendations for 2nd round:To reach consensus on candidate option



Recommendations 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 provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2006990
	
To be noted

	R4-2007793

	Agreeable

	R4-2007795
	To be revised



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
R4-2007795 is revised in R4-2008908.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2008908
[bookmark: _GoBack](revised to R4-2009153  )
	Apple: as we commented during the 1st round, EESS protection is a regulatory requirement and shall be included with the introduction of all UE Tx requirements. Based on the WRC-19 discussion in the Rel-15 maintenance agenda item, the handling of these requirements is straight-forward for band n259 and does not require A-MPR. However, the requirement needs to be clear. During this meeting we already agreed the MBR enhancement, which includes band n259. This means the last remaining piece is EESS; if we do not include EESS in this big CR for n259, then we cannot introduce the band to the UE RF requirements, and then also the MBR CR cannot be implemented. We recommend to the CR proponents to take this input into consideration and to prepare a revision which does include EESS aspects.

Ericsson: We do not support inclusion of  EESS protection . Requirements for  both UE and BS can be introduced in Rel-16 maintenance WI.

Apple (2): Without handling all RF requirements, the big CR to 38.101-2 is not complete.  Furthermore, EESS protection requirements are not the same for UE and BS, so it isn’t clear for us how the argument from Ericsson clarifies the situation.



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  

	R4-2009153  
	agreeable



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

	R4-2007792
	Ericsson
	TP to TR 38.887 on BS RF requirements 

	R4-2007796
	Ericsson
	CR  to 38.141-2 for Introduction of band n259

	R4-2007797
	Ericsson
	CR  to 38.104 for  Introduction of band n259



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

	R4-2007792

	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007796
	[bookmark: _Hlk32492757]Nokia: there are some editorial issues in this CR, e.g. in Table 9.7.5.3.2.3-2 “,” should be changed to “.”, there is also Calibri font used in this table. Similar issue in Table 10.7.3-2.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007797
	

	
	

	
	



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
	Tentative agreements:
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 
Editorial modifications are needed for R4-2007796.
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2007792
	
Agreeable

	R4-2007796
	To be revised

	R4-2007797
	Agreeable



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2008909
	This is revised to R4-2008975




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  

	R4-2008975
	agreeable



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

	R4-2007794
	Ericsson
	TP to TR 38.887 on RRM

	R4-2007798
	Ericsson
	CR  to 38.133 for  Introduction of band n259



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

	R4-2007794
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007798
	Anritsu:
The side condition values used in 38.133 CR R4-2007798 are not the same as those in the previous R4-2002842 from RAN4#94-e. For example in Table B.2.2-2, Rx beam peak PC3 is now -108dBm/SCSSSB, but should be -108.5dBm/SCSSSB. Spherical coverage may also need revision.
Side conditions are derived from Refsens (for Rx Beam Peak) or EIS Spherical coverage. In the 38.101-2 CR R4-2007795:
 - n259 Refsens is 1.0dB worse than n260, so Rx Beam peak side condition should be 1.0dB worse 
 - n259 EIS Sph Cov is 1.2dB worse than n260, so Sph Cov side condition should be 1.2dB worse
As the Refsens and EIS Spherical Coverage n259 values have not changed R4-2002836 (RAN4#94-e) to R4-2007795 (RAN4#95-e), in our understanding the 38.133 Annex B side condition values should be the same as R4-2002842.

	
	Ericsson:
To Anritsu: the reason for the difference is the newly agreed enhanced multiband relaxation where ΣMBP and ΣMBS are replaced by ΔMBP (0.5 dB) and ΔMBs (0.4 dB) respectively

	
	Anritsu: In tables such as B.1.2-2, the multi-band relaxation was covered in Note 3, and not included in the values used in the main body of the table. We would like to keep this method, and in our understanding notes such as Note 3 in Tables like B.1.2-2 need to be updated with the new terminology ΔMBP and ΔMBs. We prefer not to have ΔMBP and ΔMBs dB values in 38.133, but rather to refer to the core requirement in 38.101-2, as currently done in B.1.2-2 Note 3. Other tables and bands are similar. 



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
	Tentative agreements:
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 
Modifications are needed based on comments received.
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2007794
	
to be revised

	R4-2007798
	to be revised



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
R4-2007794 and R4-2007798 are revised in R4-2008910 and R4-2008911 based on comments in 1st round.


	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2008910
	

	R4-2008911
	




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  

	R4-2008910
	 agreeable

	R4-2008911
	agreeable





