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Introduction
ITU-R WP5D has sent LS to request parameters in a set of frequency ranges. 
For frequency ranges below 6GHz, the LS reply has already be sent in last RAN4#95-e meeting and no contribution has been submitted in this meeting for this topic.
For 6.425-7.025GHz, 7.025-7.125 and 10.0-10.5 GHz, the request will be addressed via a new SI (RP-200513) to agree on associated parameters:
· Topic#1 is covering the last version of TR 38.921. 
· Topic#2 is covering the coexistence simulation results, with proposals for BS and UE ACLR/ACS.
· [bookmark: _Hlk37841048]Topic#3 is covering discussion on the BS and UE parameters which were not yet agreed.
· Topic#4 is covering discussion on remaining BS antenna parameters aspects.
· Topic#5 is covering discussion on additional information relevant for the sharing and compatibility studies.
· Topic#6 is covering TP to TR 38.921.
The proposal is to:
· 1st round: 
· Discuss and either agree on a simulation results summary or agree on a way forward to further calibrate simulation results.
· Discuss and possibly agree on the remaining parameters (BS, UE and antenna)
· Discuss on the relevance of the additional information and decide on their inclusion in the LS reply
· Discuss the TPs to TR 38.921
· 2nd round:
· Agree on ACIR/ACLR/ACS values based on simulation assumptions or on a Way Forward to better calibrate simulations results for next meeting
· Progress as much as possible on the other remaining open items.
· Agree on the TPs to TR 38.921

Topic #1: TR 38.921 v 0.1.0
This topic is to collect any feedback on the latest TR version submitted for this meeting.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010370
	Huawei
	TR update



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: A new revision of TR skeleton is proposed to capture all agreements made
Issue 1-1: TR 38.921 v0.1.0
· Proposals
· Option 1: TR 38.921 v0.1.0
· Recommended WF
· If no comment, approve v0.1.0 as submitted

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

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

	Qualcomm
	The simulation parameters in Table 4.2.8-1 do not appear to be correct.  The UE max Tx power is 23dBm or optionally 20 dBm, but at 7 to 10 GHz, it is not likely that UE’s will be able to transmit at such power levels.  Not only are the front-end losses higher, but the PA efficiency and gain is worse especially over wide channels.  The UE noise figure of 9 dB is also incorrect.  The losses at 7 and 10 GHz are much higher than at 2 GHz where 9 dB NF has been assumed.  While there is an argument that 3GPP has not yet defined bands in this frequency range, we can look at the bands at 3.5 GHz and 5 GHz.  The NF for those bands is 13 dB.
Nokia response:
The 9dB NF was copied from 7-24 GHz SI TR 38.820.
Ericsson answers:
First, those comments are very late considering all simulation assumptions were agreed in last RAN4#95e, after 2 meetings discussion, and companies already spent considerable effort to run the corresponding simulations.
Then, as mentioned by Nokia, the 9dB NF for UE comes from TR 38.820, for 10Ghz.
Also, regarding the UE max output power, the same TR 38.820 also captures the following sentences:
- “Current RF front-end technology used for > 3.3 GHz TDD bands and Wi-Fi can be extended at least up to 12 GHz”
. “GaAs or Si based power amplifier technologies used in FR1 for NR and Wi-Fi can support up to 1W peak power at reasonable gain thus enabling reasonable peak currents.”
Based on this TR, the 23dBm UE maximum output power assumption for 6-7GHz and 10GHz seems realistic.
CATT: it is proposed to keep the simulation assumptions as is since we have already extensively discussed the assumption and agreed WF.
Huawei: for the simulation purpose, it will be ok to use 23 dBm which is more stringent.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	TR 38.921
V0.1.0
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	
	 While the UE simulation assumptions have been agreed by RAN4 in last RAN4#95e meeting, Qualcomm still challenged them.
Considering those simulation assumptions are based and aligned with TR 38.802 (SI on 7-24 GHz), this TR should be first updated before potentially reconsidering the agreed simulation assumptions. 
It’s large majority’s view to continue with the agreed assumptions.
The updated TR is then agreeable.




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

	#1
	None
	






CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2010370
	Agreeable



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
No need to further discuss this topic in the 2nd round.
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: Simulation results – BS and UE ACLR/ACS 
This topic is focusing on the coexistence simulation results and the proposed ACIR values, as well as ACLR and ACS values proposed for BS and UE by the interested companies.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	DL simulations

	R4-2009818
	CATT
	

	R4-2010112
	CMCC
	Observation 1: At least for the urban macro scenario, the down link throughput loss could be limited to 5% with the 32dB ACIR, almost the same as sub 6GHz.  

	R4-2010450
	Ericsson
	

	R4-2010486
	Huawei
	Observation 1: When downlink ACIR is set to 31.7dB at 7GHz, the urban macro and indoor scenario can be restricted to 5% DL throughput loss.
Observation 2: When downlink ACIR is set to 30.7dB at 10GHz, the urban macro and indoor scenario can be restricted to 5% DL throughput loss.
Proposal: It’s proposed to specify 36 dB ACLR for BS and 33dB ACS for UE on both 6.425-7.125GHz and 10.0-10.5GHz.

	R4-2010941
	ZTE
	Observation 1: for 7GHz, the downlink throughput loss of the victim UE in the urban macro scenario can still be limited to 5% with downlink ACIR offsets of -1 to -2dB;
Observation 2: for 10GHz, the downlink throughput loss of the victim UE in the urban macro scenario can still be limited to 5% with downlink ACIR offsets of -1 to -3dB.

	R4-2011196
	Nokia
	The simulation results have shown that the uplink throughput loss of the victim UE in the urban macro scenario can still be limited to 5% with an uplink ACLR offset of -5dB at 7GHz (i.e. 5dB less stringent ACLR), while 5%-tile throughput cannot be achieved at 10GHz with the agreed simulation assumptions, and the uplink throughput loss of the victim UE in the indoor hotspot scenario can still be limited to 5% with uplink ACLR offsets of -17dB and -18dB, respectively, at 7GHz and 10GHz (i.e. 17dB and 18dB less stringent ACLR).

	UL simulations

	R4-2009819
	CATT
	

	R4-2010451
	Ericsson
	

	R4-2010487
	Huawei
	Observation 1: When uplink ACIR is set to 29.9dB at 7GHz, the urban macro and indoor scenario can be restricted to 5% UL throughput loss.
Observation 2: When uplink ACIR is set to 26.9dB at 10GHz, the urban macro and indoor scenario can be restricted to 5% UL throughput loss.

	R4-2010942
	ZTE
	Observation 1: for 7GHz, the uplink throughput loss of the victim BS in the urban macro scenario can still be limited to 5% with uplink ACIR offsets of -5dB,;
Observation 2: for 10GHz, the uplink throughput loss of the victim BS in the urban macro scenario can still be limited to 5% with uplink ACIR offsets of -4 to -5dB;

	R4-2011197
	Nokia
	The simulation results have shown that the uplink throughput loss of the victim UE in the urban macro scenario can still be limited to 5% with an uplink ACLR offset of -5dB at 7GHz (i.e. 5dB less stringent ACLR), while 5%-tile throughput cannot be achieved at 10GHz with the agreed simulation assumptions, and the uplink throughput loss of the victim UE in the indoor hotspot scenario can still be limited to 5% with uplink ACLR offsets of -17dB and -18dB, respectively, at 7GHz and 10GHz (i.e. 17dB and 18dB less stringent ACLR).

	Others
	
	

	R4-2009817
	CATT
	BS ACLR and ACS proposal

	R4-2009817
	CATT
	UE ACLR and ACS proposal



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description: DL simulations results for 7 GHz
Issue 2-1: DL simulations results – 7 GHz
· Based on below results, is the spread of values small enough to conclude on ACIR value:
· Option 1: Yes, and ACIR values should be (based on worst case scenario which is uncoordinated urban macro);
· Option 1a: Average of companies’ results.
· Option 1b: Any other proposals
· Option 2: No, further calibration and simulations would be needed.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Scenario
	ACIR values for 5% throughput lost
	ACIR
	BS ACLR
	UE ACS

	
	
	5%
	Average
	
	
	

	CATT
	Urban macro – coordinated
	In [20, 25]
	In [15, 20]
	
	40-45
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	In [25, 30]
	In [15, 20]
	
	
	

	CMCC
	Urban macro -– coordinated
	In [31, 32]
	
	32
	
	

	Huawei
	Urban macro
	Offset in    [0, -1]
	Offset < -3
	31.7
	36
	33

	
	Indoor
	Offset < -6
	Offset < -6
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	In [23, 25]
	< 23
	25
	38
	

	ZTE
	Urban macro – coordinated
	Offset         in [-3, -2]
	Offset < -5
	In [31.7, 30.7]
	
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	Offset        in [-1, 0]
	Offset < -5
	
	
	

	Nokia
	Urban macro
	Offset        in [-5,  -4]
	Offset < -6
	28.7
	
	

	
	Indoor
	Offset          in [-10, -8]
	Offset < -10
	23.7
	
	



Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description: DL simulations results for 10 GHz
Issue 2-2: DL simulations results – 10 GHz
· Based on below results, is the spread of values small enough to conclude on ACIR value:
· Option 1: Yes, and ACIR values should be (based on worst case scenario which is uncoordinated urban macro);
· Option 1a: Average of companies’ results.
· Option 1b: Any other proposals
· Option 2: No, further calibration and simulations would be needed.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Scenario
	ACIR values for 5% throughput lost
	ACIR
	BS ACLR
	UE ACS

	
	
	5%
	Average
	
	
	

	CATT
	Urban macro -– coord.
	In [25, 30]
	In [15, 20]
	
	40-45
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	In [25, 30]
	In [15, 20]
	
	
	

	Huawei
	Urban macro
	Offset         in [-3, -2]
	Offset < -3
	30.7
	36
	33

	
	Indoor
	Offset < -6
	Offset < -6
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	<21
	< 21
	<21
	
	

	ZTE
	Urban macro – coord.
	Offset        in [-4, -3]
	Offset < -6
	In [29.7, 31.7]
	
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	Offset        in [-2, -1]
	Offset < -6
	
	
	

	Nokia
	Urban macro
	Offset         in [-6 ,-5]
	Offset < -6
	27.7
	
	

	
	Indoor
	Offset        in [-10, -8]
	Offset < -10
	23.7
	
	




Sub-topic 2-3
Sub-topic description: UL simulations results for 7 GHz
Issue 2-3: UL simulations results – 7 GHz
· Based on below results, is the spread of values small enough to conclude on ACIR value:
· Option 1: Yes, and ACIR values should be (based on worst case scenario which is uncoordinated urban macro);
· Option 1a: Average of companies’ results.
· Option 1b: Any other proposals
· Option 2: No, further calibration and simulations would be needed.
· 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Scenario
	ACIR values for 5% throughput lost
	ACIR
	BS ACS
	UE ACLR

	
	
	5%
	Average
	
	
	

	CATT
	Urban macro -– coord
	γ=1:            In [30, 35]
γ =0.8:        In [35, 40]
	γ =1:          In [20, 25]
γ =0.8:       In [25, 30]
	
	45
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	Γ =1:          In [25, 30]
γ =0.8:       In [35, 40]
	γ =1:           In [15, 20]
γ =0.8:        In [25, 30]
	
	
	

	Huawei
	Urban macro
	Offset         in [-1, 0] 
	Offset < -3
	29.9
	
	

	
	Indoor
	Offset < -6
	Offset < -6
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	~29
	< 25
	29.9
	
	

	ZTE
	Urban macro – coord
	Offset < -5
	Offset < -5
	24.9
	
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	Offset < -5
	Offset < -5
	
	
	

	
	UE ACLR values for 5% throughput lost
	

	Nokia
	Urban macro
	Offset          in [-6, -5]
	Offset < -6
	
	
	25 dB 

	
	Indoor
	Offset         in [-18, -15]
	Offset < -21
	
	
	13 dB




Sub-topic 2-4
Sub-topic description: UL simulations results for 10 GHz
Issue 2-4: UL simulations results – 10 GHz
· Based on below results, is the spread of values small enough to conclude on ACIR value:
· Option 1: Yes, and ACIR values should be (based on worst case scenario which is uncoordinated urban macro);
· Option 1a: Average of companies’ results.
· Option 1b: Any other proposals
· Option 2: No, further calibration and simulations would be needed.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Scenario
	ACIR values for 5% throughput lost 
	ACIR
	BS ACS
	UE ACLR

	
	
	5%
	Average
	
	
	

	CATT
	Urban macro – coord
	γ =1:          In [30, 35]
γ =0.8:        in [30, 35]
	γ =1:          in [20, 25]
γ =0.8:       In [20, 25]
	
	45
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	Γ =1:          In [30, 35]
γ =0.8:        In [35, 40]
	γ =1:          In [25, 30]
γ =0.8:        In [25, 30]
	
	
	

	Huawei
	Urban macro
	Offset < -3
	Offset < -3
	26.9
	
	

	
	Indoor
	Offset < -6
	Offset < -6
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	<21
	<21
	~21
	
	

	ZTE
	Urban macro – coord
	Offset < -5
	Offset < -5
	In [24.9, 25.9]
	
	

	
	Urban macro – uncoordeasib.
	Offset         In [-4, -3]
	Offset < -5
	
	
	

	
	UE ACLR values for 5% throughput lost
	

	Nokia
	Urban macro
	NA
	Offset < -6
	
	
	NA

	
	Indoor
	Offset         In [-21, -18]
	Offset < -21
	
	
	12 dB



Sub-topic 2-5
Sub-topic description: Based on first results, companies might want to revisit some simulation assumptions agreed in previous meetings. If so, they are encouraged to provide the new parameters that should be used.
Issue 2-5: Simulation assumptions
· Simulation assumptions to be reconsidered:
· Option 1: Urban macro: 
· Nokia 5%-tile throughput cannot be achieved at 10GHz with the agreed simulation assumptions
· New proposals?
· Option 2: Other scenario?
· New proposals?
· Option 3: None
· Recommended WF
· TBA


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

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

	Huawei
	When considering the trade off on the ACLR and ACS, we propose to put high priority on transmitter side.

	Ericsson
	Considering the large spread of simulation results, it looks difficult to make any conclusion on the ACIR values, further calibration would be needed to agree on a final ACIR value. Nevertheless, we agree with Huawei, ACLR should be prioritized and feasbility outcomes from the 7-24 GHz SI should be also taken into account.
Even if we have some time pressure with one RAN4 meeting less than originally planned, we would prefer option 2 for sub topics 1-1 to 1-4, but still we could continue discussing on possible ACLR values, to be confirmed with simulations outcomes in next meeting.
For sub-topic 1-5, we think at least ISD for 10 GHz/urban macro should be reduced to at least 400m.

	Qualcomm
	The simulation results are quite disparate so we are not ready to draw conclusions.  Some companies suggest that the same ACIR as sub-6 can be used, but I would expect that the ACIR should be much lower at 7 and 10 GHz compared to 2 GHz due to path loss.  The partitioning of ACIR between Tx and Rx also needs to be considered since the impact on a UE may be much more severe than on the basestation.

	Nokia
	To find the reasons for the large spread of simulation results, we propose companies to provide the CDF of the BS antenna gain of the victim UE, in order to ensure the 3 BS beams to the 3 active UE are formed correctly for the UL simulation. The BS antenna gain should be 5dB lower than that when only 1 BS beam is formed by the BS for the DL simulation.

	ZTE
	Regarding the simulation results, we are fine with continuing simulation at the next meeting, uplink ACIR model is high level defined in TR, we propose to use uplink ACIR model proposed in R4-2010940 for further simulation.

	CATT
	It seems premature to conclude the ACIR for the time being given the large spread in the results. We propose to calibrate the simulators at first. Some offline discussion before the next meeting could be considered considering the tight timeline.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	NA
	

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	
	It’s not possible to make any conclusion on the simulation results due to the large spread of results. 
During the 2nd round, further discussion would be needed to agree on the next steps.



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

	#1
	WF on the Simulations for the SI on 6.425-7.125GHz and 10.0-10.5GHz
	
Nokia




CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	
	NA



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 #3: Remaining UE and BS parameters 
This topic is focusing on the remaining BS and UE aspects not already agreed in the scope of the SI on IMT parameters (RP-200042).
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	BS parameters

	R4-2009816
	CATT
	ACLR and ACS proposals are proposed to be discussed in topic#3.
Based on simulation results at 99.99% cdf, blocking should be 44dB for 7GHz and 49dB for 10GHz.
Spurious for 7GHz
	Spurious frequency range
	Basic limit
	Measurement bandwidth

	9 kHz – 150 kHz
	-36 dBm
	1 kHz

	150 kHz – 30 MHz
	
	10 kHz 

	30 MHz – 1 GHz
	
	100 kHz

	1 GHz – 12.75 GHz
	-30 dBm

	1 MHz

	12.75 GHz – 5th harmonic of the upper frequency edge of the DL operating band in GHz
	
	1 MHz


Spurious for 10GHz
30MHz ≤ f ≤ 1 GHz: -36dBm/100kHz
1 GHz ≤ f ≤18GHz : -30dBm/1MHz
18GHz ≤ f ≤ 26 GHz: -20dBm/10MHz


	R4-2010939
	ZTE
	Proposal 1: For Tx spurious emission requirement, we propose to adopt option 2 with Fbreak as 18GHz.
Proposal 2: in-band blocking requirement could be postponed until BS ACS requirement is agreed.
Proposal 3: more considerations are needed for OOBB power from both reasonable coexistence scenario and OTA testing safety perspective.

	UE parameters

	R4-2009817
	CATT
	ACLR and ACS proposals are proposed to be discussed in topic#3
Calculations can be done for SEM once ACLR is determined from the company simulation results for ACLR.
It is proposed to adopt the similar blocking requirement as those in 38.101-1 for 6.425-7.025GHz, 7.025-7.125GHz and 10.0-10.5GHz.

	R4-2010938
	ZTE
	Proposal 1: in-band blocking requirement could be postponed until UE ACS requirement is agreed.
Observation 1: for 7GHz, OOBB level could be around -23dB according to the coexistence scenario; 
Proposal 2: for 10GHz, OOBB requirement should be further discussed based on the coexistence analysis e.g. BS->UE coexistence and UE->UE coexistence. 
Proposal 3: the existing upper frequency 12.75GHz of OOBB should be extended to cover the 2nd harmonic of the upper frequency edge of 6.425-7.125GHz and 10-10.5GHz.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1
Issue 3-1: BS blocking
· Proposals
· Option 1a: 44dB for 7 GHz 
· Option 1b: 49dB for 10GHz
· Option 2: Wait for decision on BS ACS 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 3-2
Issue 3-2: BS spurious
· Proposals
· Option 1: for 7 GHz
	Spurious frequency range
	Basic limit
	Measurement bandwidth

	9 kHz – 150 kHz
	-36 dBm
	1 kHz

	150 kHz – 30 MHz
	
	10 kHz 

	30 MHz – 1 GHz
	
	100 kHz

	1 GHz – 12.75 GHz
	-30 dBm

	1 MHz

	12.75 GHz – 5th harmonic of the upper frequency edge of the DL operating band in GHz
	
	1 MHz



· Option 2: for 10 GHz
30MHz ≤ f ≤ 1 GHz: -36dBm/100kHz
1 GHz ≤ f ≤18GHz : -30dBm/1MHz
18GHz ≤ f ≤ 26 GHz: -20dBm/10MHz

· Option 3: for 7 GHz 
30MHz ≤ f ≤ 1 GHz: -36dBm/100kHz
1 GHz ≤ f ≤18GHz : -30dBm/1MHz
18GHz ≤ f ≤ 26 GHz: -20dBm/10MHz

· Option 4: for 7 GHz and 10GHz conducted or hybrid requirement
	Spurious frequency range
	Basic limit
	Measurement bandwidth

	9 kHz – 150 kHz
	-36 dBm
	1 kHz

	150 kHz – 30 MHz
	
	10 kHz 

	30 MHz – 1 GHz
	
	100 kHz

	1 GHz – 12.75 GHz
	-30 dBm

	1 MHz

	12.75 GHz – 5th harmonic of the upper frequency edge of the DL operating band in GHz
	
	1 MHz

	12.75-18GHz
	-30dBm
	1MHz

	18-26GHz
	-20dBm
	10MHz



· 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 3-3
Issue 3-3: UE blocking
· Proposals
· Option 1a: 7 GHz: Same as 38.101-1
· Option 1b: 10 GHz: Same as 38.101-1
· Option 2a: Wait for decision on UE ACS
· Option 2b: Out of band blocking for 7GHz: to be further discussed 
· Option 2c: Out of band blocking for 10GHz: to be further discussed
· Option 2d: OOBB upper frequency (12.75GHz)should be increased to cover the 2nd harmonic of the upper frequency range.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 3-1: 
Sub topic 3-2:
….
Others:

	Huawei
	Sub topic 3-1: BS blocking
Option 2: Wait for decision on BS ACS
Sub topic 3-2: BS spurious
We do not have strong view on option 1 or 2. However we would like to keep FOOB FFS.
Sub topic 3-3: UE blocking
Option 2a: Wait for decision on UE ACS

	Ericsson
	Sub-topic 3-1
Option 2, as long we are not aligned on the simulation results.
Sub-topic 3-2
After further consideration, option 1 looks more acceptable for 7 Ghz.
For 10 Ghz, option 2 would be a good basis for further discussion.
Sub-topic 3-3
Option 2a, as long we are not aligned on the simulation results.

	Qualcomm
	Sub-topic 3-3
Wait for outcome of ACS and then further discuss blocking.  The expected filter characteristics and Rx gain lineup may not be the same at 7 and 10 GHz compared to other bands in 38.101-1 due to larger bandwidths and higher frequencies.  The presence of blockers and their expected received level is also different.

	Nokia
	Sub-topic 3-1
Option 2, we need alignment on the simulation results first.
Sub-topic 3-2
Option 1 for 7 GHz and option 2 for 10 GHz.
Sub-topic 3-3
Option 2a, we need alignment on the simulation results first.

	ZTE
	Sub topic 3-1: BS blocking
Option 2: Wait for decision on BS ACS
Sub topic 3-2: BS spurious
For the upper frequency of spurious limits, we should limit to 26GHz according to ERC 74-01. 
For meausrement bandwidth between  18GHz ≤ f ≤ 26 GHz, either 1MHz or 10MHz is fine for us, however according to ERC 74-01, 10MHz could relax the requirements a little bit and ease the testing.
Sub topic 3-3: UE blocking
Option 2a/b/c: Wait for decision on UE ACS
Option 2d: For RX spurious emission, the upper limit for 10GHz should be extended to cover 2nd harmonic at least.

	CATT
	Sub topic 3-1: BS blocking
Option 2:  We are fine to wait for further simulation results in the next meeting.
Sub topic 3-2: BS spurious
We support Option 1 for 7GHz and Option 2 for 10GHz.
Sub topic 3-3: UE blocking
Option 2a is fine for us.

	
	


 
CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	
	The simulations conclusions are needed to conclude on most of the remaining parameters, further consideration would also be needed for the other ones (e.g. BS spurious for 10GHz). The only potential agreement could be on the BS spurious for 7GHz. 
No much progress is then expected in a 2nd round, it would be better to focus on the other topics and calibrating the simulations.




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

	#1
	None
	





CRs/TPs

	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	
	NA



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
No need to further discuss this topic in the 2nd round.

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 #4: Antenna parameters 
This topic is focusing on the remaining antenna parameters aspects which were not already agreed in the scope of the SI on IMT parameters (RP-200042).
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2009820
	CATT
	Withdrawn

	R4-2010180
	Ericsson
	Add mechanical tilt parameter with following values:

	Parameter
	Macro
Sub-urban
	Macro
Urban
	Micro
Urban

	Mechanical downtilt (deg.)
	6
	10
	N/A





	R4-2011198
	Nokia
	For small cell outdoor and micro urban scenario, BS output power shall be 37dBm.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 34-1
Issue 3-1: Mechanical tilt
· Proposals
· Option 1: Add mechanical tilt parameter with following values:
	Parameter
	Macro
Sub-urban
	Macro
Urban
	Micro
Urban

	Mechanical downtilt (deg.)
	6
	10
	N/A


· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 34-2
Issue 3-2: BS output power for small cell outdoor and micro urban
· Proposals
· Option 1: BS output power shall be specified with 37dBm for small cell outdoor and micro urban scenarios
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 4-1: 
Sub topic 4-2:
….
Others:

	Huawei
	Sub topic 4-1: Mechanical tilt
We agree Option 1 
Sub topic 4-2: BS output power for small cell outdoor and micro urban
We are ok with 37 dBm

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 4-1: option 1
Sub topic 4-2: ok with option 1

	Nokia
	Sub topic 4-1: option 1
Sub topic 4-2: option 1

	Huawei
	Sub topic 4-1: option 1
Sub topic 4-2: fine with option 1

	CATT
	Sub topic 4-1: option 1
Sub topic 4-2: ok with option 1


 
CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	The proposals on mechanic tilt and BS output power for small cell (37dBm) are agreeable by all companies.
This should be captured in the TPs to TR.



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

	#1
	NA
	





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”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
No need to further discuss this topic in the 2nd round.

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 #5: Relevant information for the sharing and compatibility studies
This topic is collecting any relevant information for the sharing and compatibility studies.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010489
	Huawei
	Proposal: It is proposed to capture the above conclusion in the reply LS to ITU-R WP5D.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 5-1
Issue 5-1: Spatial emission and interference management
· Proposals: Include the spatial emission and interference management information in the LS Reply to ITU-R
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: Yes, partly (please mention which part should be included then).
· Option 3: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA


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

	XXX
	Sub topic 5-1: 
Sub topic 5-2:
….
Others:

	Huawei
	Option 1 or Option 2. We think at least the conclusion part in R4-2010489 should be mentioned in the LS reply.

	Ericsson
	We need to be cautious with the information we would deliver to ITU-R and not generate any confusion in ITU-R. The techniques mentioned in this contribution are all optional, every company has its own implementation and associated performance. It’s most likely better that ITU-R studies coexistence only based on the requested parameters, not suggesting further standardization would be needed to guarantee coexistence. 
We would prefer so option 3.

	Qualcomm
	It’s not clear what would be included in the LS.  The conclusion is only a qualitative statement with example techniques that might help coexistence, but this doesn’t seem to provide much information.  As-is, we don’t see the value in such a response.

	Nokia
	We should cautious to not cause confusion with the information provided to WP5D. We don’t see any benefit in mentioning interference management techniques that are optional, with performance depending on the proprietary implementation. This could just suggest that something in addition to the asked parameters is needed for coexistence. So, we should stick to the asked/baseline parameters.

	ZTE
	We also support option 3, we think the interference management technique provided in this Tdoc is not new to other group, this is purely specific implementation, from coexistence perspective, usually we need to find the worst case in the expected scenarios, in other words, these interference management might not be used in coexistence study.  

	CATT
	If we decided to send the information, it should be general content and just for information. 

	Huawei
	From the WP5D LS, the information relevant to the sharing study is asked.
“In addition, information on any other current or future feature of IMT systems that could be relevant for the sharing and compatibility studies w.r.t. other services, including e.g. deterministic calculations or Monte Carlo simulations, would be welcome.”
We think we can provide some general content since we agree it is indeed some implementations relevant to co-existence with other systems. 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	NA
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	[bookmark: _GoBack]The majority’s opinion is to not include any specific interference management techniques suggested in R4-2010489 when replying to ITU-R LS.



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  

	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)
No need to further discuss this topic in the 2nd round.

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 #6: TPs to TR 38.921
This topic is focusing on TPs to TR 38.921, collecting comments an potential agreements on proposed text proposals.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	UE parameters

	R4-2010484
	Huawei
	

	R4-2010449
	Ericsson
	

	BS parameters

	R4-2010485
	Huawei
	

	R4-2010448
	Ericsson
	

	Antenna parameters

	R4-2010180
	Ericsson
	

	R4-2010488
	Huawei
	

	Simulations assumptions 

	R4-2010940
	ZTE
	

	R4-2011195
	Nokia
	Proposes the dense urban system level simulation assumptions for coexistence study on ACLR and ACS of NR BS and UE for frequency ranges 6.425-7.125GHz and 10.0-10.5GHz, which are mostly based on the agreed parameters for dense urban scenario in RAN4#95-e.




Open issues summary
Those contributions are TP to TR 38.921. It’s proposed to comment them and merge the different proposals for 1st round, and eventually the 2nd round.
Sub-topic 6-1
The proposals made in the contributions have been capture in the Topic#5. No issue should be left to discuss here, focus should be on merging the proposed TPs.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	NA
	


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2010484

	 Ericsson: the sensitivity section is not needed, or at least not value shoud be given (SNR and IM). The SNR might require further link simulations to betetr evaluate it.

	
	Nokia: Incomplete statement at the end of 'maximum output power'; DL SNR may not be -1dB.

	
	ZTE: the following statement is not imcomplete. In addition, we think this might be not worst case as if CPE is implemented, even higher ACLR requirement is needed, this is just general and universal scenarios for handled UE. 
TR 38.820 indicates that 23dBm is feasible at 10-10.5GHz hence this is a good assumption to make as a worst case for any co-existence analysis (although actual power may be lower due to implementation at the higher frequencies). Hence the UE maximum output power 
For UE RX REFSENS, it is not needed, in addition, BS approach cannot be directly used for UE side, for UE side, each band due to band characteristic,there will be band specific requirement 

	R4-2010449
	Nokia: The statement 'the spurious emissions are defined for frequencies 5 MHz away of the channel bandwidth' has not been agreed in the WFs

	
	ZTE: for BS spurious emission, 5MHz is not discussed before and we need some further discussion on that. In addition, UE REFSENS, as mention for Huawei’s TP, other factors should also be considered.

	
	

	R4-2010485

	Ericsson: BS spurious limits have not yet been agreed.

	
	Nokia: Can be merged with 10448.

	
	ZTE: BS spurious emission is still under discussion. In addition, for REFSENS, IM 2.5dB is not correct for low MCS.

	R4-2010448

	Nokia: Can be merged with 10485.

	
	Company B

	
	ZTE: further improvement for BS REFSENS is needed, BS REFSENS is not just based on SNR and NF.

	R4-2010180

	Nokia: Material in 8.1.1 should be placed in the simulation assumptions clause as in 11195; can be merged with 10488.

	
	ZTE: we still see some open issues in Micro Urban scenarios.

	
	

	R4-2010488

	 Ericsson: We should also capture the array antenna model, not refer to ITU/R. ITU/R refers to 37.840. Therefore its better to have the comple model in this TR. We would then our TP

	
	Nokia: Better approach than 10180 without duplication with 11195; can be merged with 10180.

	
	

	R4-2010940

	 Ericsson: the ACIR model is already captured in the TR, this TP is not needed.

	
	Nokia: No track change; can be merged with 11195.

	
	ZTE: ACIR model in the TR is not clear, the legacy LTE simulation assumption is not valid for NR 100MHz, 30KHz.

	R4-2011195

	 Ericsson: We agreed to down-prioritized the simulation for dense urban, it’s not needed to capture simulation assumptions for this sceanrio, better to not waste any time discussing this now. For the antenna model, TPs from Huawei, Nokia and Ericsson should be merged and further discussed.

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Some TPs shall be merged and/or revised in the 2nd round.



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

	#1
	NA
	





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2010484
	To be revised. 

	R4-2010485
	To be revised. 

	R4-2010180
	To be revised. 
Please capture the agreement on BS output power for small cells (37dBm) in that revised TP as well.

	R4-2010940
	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”



