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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA

Topic #1: 30kHz SCS support for n34 and n39 SSB
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010108 Disucssion on support of 30KHz SCS for SSB of n34 and n39
	CMCC
	Observation 1: For n39, add 30KHz SSB SCS in addition to 15KHz requires 166 GSCN raster points, which is smaller than the wider bands (e.g. 223 in n40 and 313 in n41).
Observation 2: For n34, add 30KHz SSB SCS in addition to 15KHz requires only 38 GSCN raster points, which is much smaller than the wider bands (e.g. 223 in n40 and 313 in n41).
Proposal 1 : It is proposed to add 30KHz SCS support for n34 and n39 SSB in addition to 15KHz.

	R4-2010536	On default SSB for band n34, and n39
	Nokia
	Observation 1: Support of common SSB SCS among FR1 TDD bands can reduce the complexity of the network deployment and verification efforts in case carrier aggregations among TDD bands are deployed.
Proposal 1: 30 kHz SSB SCS is added to n34 and n39 in addition to 15 kHz SSB SCS.

	R4-2010620	On NR bands n34 and n39 supporting 30kHz SSB SCS
	ZTE
	Proposal 1: Add 30KHz SCS support for n34 and n39 SSB from Rel-15 spec, thus support both 15KHz and 30KHz SCS SCS



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: In this sub-topic, how to support 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB is discussed.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: Support of 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB
· Proposals
· Option 1: Add support of 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB, so both 15k and 30k SCS are supported for n34 and 39
· Option 2: Replace 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description: In this sub-topic, whether or not to impose any restriction on GSCN of 30k SCS SSB for n34 and n39. 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2: Whether or not to impose any restriction on GSCN of 15k SCS SSB for n34?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Issue 1-3: Whether or not to impose any restriction on GSCN of 15k SCS SSB for n39?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Issue 1-4: If yes to Issue 1-2, what restriction on GSCN for 15k SCS SSB is considered for n34 SSB?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Limit to {5031, 5032, 5043, 5054}
· Option 2: Other options not precluded
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Issue 1-5: If yes to Issue 1-3, what restriction on GSCN for 15k SCS SSB is considered for n39 SSB?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Limit to {4315, 4729, 4747, 4761, 4772, 4786}
· Option 2: Other options not precluded
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

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

	HuaweiXXX
	Sub topic 1-1: 
We prefer Option 2 after further checking. 
In our view, it would be good to align SSB SCS-es across all the TDD bands. From UE perspective, replacing 15KHz SSB SCS by 30KHz would be preferable in order not to prolong the cell searching time for initial access.
Sub topic 1-2 and sub topic 1-4:
Since we prefer Option 2 for sub topic 1-1, there is no need to impose restriction on GSCN of 15KHz SCS SSB for n34.
Sub topic 1-3 and sub topic 1-5:
Since we prefer Option 2 for sub topic 1-1, there is no need to impose restriction on GSCN of 15KHz SCS SSB for n34.
….
Others:

	ZTE
	Issue 1-1:  Option 1. i.e. Add 30KHz SCS support for n34 and n39 SSB from Rel-15 spec, thus support both 15KHz and 30KHz SCS SCS.
Issue 1-2: We use the principle of not introducing any restriction on GSCN of 15k SCS SSB for n34 and n39 to draft our CRs (R4-2010623/624 and R4-2010621/622). Therefore, Option 2 is our preference.
Issue 1-3: Same as above. Option 2 is our preference.
Issue 1-4 and Issue 1-5:  Since we prefer option 2 for issue 1-2 and issue 1-3, so no need to impose restriction on GSCN for 15k SCS SSB for both band n34 and band n39.


	CMCC
	Issue 1-1: Support of 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB
We support option 1. According to last meeting discussion, Japan has request on 5MHz, so replacing 15KHz with 30KHz seems not acceptable to companies. We prefer to add 30KHz in addition to 15KHz. Also considering the bandwidth of n34 and n39 are small, adding 30KHz will not cause much complexity for initial access.
Issue 1-2, 1-3
We prefer not to restrict GSCN of 15KHz SCS SSB for n34 and n39


	NEC
	Issue 1-1: Support of 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB
We support option 1. 
In band 39, 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS is in operation exclusively in Japan. We cannot accept option 2.
Issue 1-3, 1-5
We do not have strong opinion on restriction if {4715, 4729, 4747, 4761, 4772, 4786} are supported.

	Nokia
	Sub topic 1-1: Support option 1

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1: We support option 2. The main reason given for the addition of 30kHz is infra implementation. We have doubts 15kHz SCS will ever be implemented for these bands. Keeping 15kHz just as a paper spec will only complicate the UE implementation. This not only about additional complexity but lack of ecosystem for testing/interop testing, etc.
Issue 1-2 and  1-3: If in the end it is decided to keep also 15kHz then restrictions on 15kHz SSB location should be imposed, at least for n39. Since the spectrum allocations are well known, this should be easy.
Issue 1-4: Band 34 is 15MHz wide so 3 entries should be enough, we can downselect from the 4 proposed
Issue 1-5: Option 1 would be fine for us. Proposed limitation is fine for us.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1:
We support a change that add support for 30k SSB in n34 and n39 to leverage TDD implementations in other TDD bands that are based on 30k SCS.
Issues 1-2 and 1-4:
Keeping a restricted set of GSCN retains the 15k option while reducing search complexity. We can down select to 3 GSCN values (the 15 MHz channel bandwidth utilizing the mid value). This can readily be accommodated in the conformance specification (change the GSCN test frequency for 15 MHz).
Issues 1-3 and 1-5
The six values quoted are the Japanese allocation. The additional 8 entries in the CR (R4-2010340) enable a regular 5 MHz grid covering the entire band.



	Fujitsu
	Issue 1-1: Support of 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB: We support option 1. 
Issue 1-3: We support option 1.
Issue 1-5: We support option 1.


 
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.
	TS
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	TS 38.101-1
	R4-2010340/341	30k SSB SCS for Band n34 and n39, Ericsson 
	Company AZTE: We prefer not to impose restriction on GSCN for 15k SCS SSB for both band n34 and band n39.

	
	
	CMCC: prefer not to impose restriction on GSCN for 15KHz SSB for both n34 and n39.Company B

	
	
	Huawei: we prefer to replace 15KHz SCS SSB by 30KHz SSB.
Qualcomm: we also prefer not to have 15kHz anymore. If absolutely needed, at least the downselection proposed in the CR should be agreed.

	
	R4-2010623/624	CR to TS38.101-1: Add 30k SSB SCS for Band n34 and n39, ZTE
	HuaweiCompany A: thanks for contribution. From our side, we prefer to replace 15KHz SSB by 30KHz SSB.
Qualcomm: We prefer the Ericsson approach if 15kHz is not replaced.

	
	
	Company B

	
	
	

	TS 38.104
	R4-2010621/622	CR to TS38.104: Add 30k SSB SCS for Band n34 and n39, ZTE 
	

	
	
	



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:
· Based on the majority view, 30k SCS SSB is added to n34 and n39, so both 15k and 30k SCS SSB are supported for n34 and n39
· Based on the majority view, restrictions are proposed on 15k SCS SSB for n34 and n39
Candidate options:
· Option 1: (ZTE, CMCC, NEC, Nokia, Ericsson, Fujitsu)
· Based on the majority view, 30k SCS SSB is added to n34 and n39, so both 15k and 30k SCS SSB are supported for n34 and n39
· Based on the majority view, restrictions are proposed on 15k SCS SSB for n34 and n39
· Option 2 (Huawei, HiSilicon): 
· Replace 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n34 and n39 SSB
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Conclude which option is agreeable in this meeting between Option 1 and Option 2
· For Option 1: Further discuss the GSCN restrictions on 15KHz SCS SSB for n34 and n39. The following GSCN can be considered for n34 and n39
· GSCN {5031, 5032, 5043, 5054} for 15k SCS for n34 SSB
· GSCN {4315, 4729, 4747, 4761, 4772, 4786} for 15k SCS for n39 SSB



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

	#1
	WF on 30k SCS support for n34 and n39 SSB
	CMCC





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  

	R4-2010340	30k SSB SCS for Band n34 and n39, EricssonXXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
To be revised

	R4-2010623	CR to TS38.101-1: Add 30k SSB SCS for Band n34 and n39
	Noted

	R4-2010621	CR to TS38.104: Add 30k SSB SCS for Band n34 and n39
	To be revised



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
The records are in a reverse chronicle order (newest first):

[CMCC] Thanks for the discussion. The final Tdoc on WF is the same as the lastest version shared in the drafts, please find in:
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/TSG_RAN/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/R4-2011682.zip 
[Ericsson] Yes, it shall indeed by 4789, rerun the NR GSCN excel sheet and obtained… 4789. Thanks for checking, will update
 [Huawei]Thanks for preparing WF and CR, one comment:
	n39
	15 kHz
	Case A
	NOTE 4

	
	30 kHz
	Case C
	4712 – <1> – 4788


 
According to our calculation, for n39 the GSCN range should be 4712 - <1> - 4789. The last number for 30KHz pattern C for n39 should be 4789, rather than 4788. Could you double check it?
[CMCC]
Thanks for your discussion. I update the WF based on the compromise proposal. Please find in:
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/TSG_RAN/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/WF%20on%2030KHz%20SCS%20support%20for%20n34%20and%20n39%20SSB/draft%20WF%20on%2030KHz%20SSB-CMCC.pptx 
 [Ericsson] The revised CR in accordance with the compromise below can be found in
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/REV_R4-2010340%20CR%2038.101-3%2030k%20SSB%20for%20n34%20and%20n39%20R15.docx
a revision of R4-2010340 (the above file name incorrectly says 38.101-3, should be 38.101-1). One GSCN removed for n34, and the typo corrected (the red highlights below)
[CMCC] Thanks for the discusison. We understand the concern and motivation to restrict the GSCN entries. n39 is not only applicable in Japan and China. Europe also has n39 spectrum. We prefer to not design the specification based on certain area spectrum allocation. Also, considering the spectrum refarming, we cannot exclude the possibility to use 5MHz that easy. 
 To make some compromise, we can accept to restrict the GSCNs in both n34 and n39. Could the following proposal be accepted to everyone?
 
For n34:
Option 1:
30k SCS SSB is added to n34, so both 15k and 30k SCS SSB are supported for n34 from Rel-15
Restrictions on 15k SCS SSB for n34
Option 1b: GSCN {5031, 5032, 5043, 5054} for 15k SCS for n34 SSB
 
For n39:
Option 1:
30k SCS SSB is added to n39, so both 15k and 30k SCS SSB are supported for n39 from Rel-15
Restrictions on 15k SCS SSB for n39
Option 1b: GSCN {4707, 4715, 4718, 4729, 4732, 4743, 4747, 4754, 4761, 4768, 4772, 4782, 4786, 4793} for 15k SCS for n39 SSB 
 
 [Qualcomm]
We understand that there is a need to have 5MHz in n39 in Japan but we really do not see the point of having this option for China. So far I haven’t really seen any argument for this. If I remember correctly, this whole discussion was started because for n39 there is a desire to re-use the 30kHz SCS eco-system. As such, we find very difficult to believe that keeping the 15kHz option for China will only be a paper spec.
We think that those raster entries should be removed.

[Ericsson]
Given the 1st round comments, we propose option 1b for n34 (with one GSCN removed, three suffices as pointed out below) and 1b for n39. Besides the Japanese allocations, we propose a regular 5 MHz grid of blocks for n39 for e.g. China. The latter also works for 20 MHz.
 
Find a revised CR in
 https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/REV_R4-2010340%20CR%2038.101-3%2030k%20SSB%20for%20n34%20and%20n39%20R15.docx
 The 4315 was indeed a typo, should be 4715. The nitty gritty can be found below.
 
n34:
GSCN 5 MHz channels (100 kHz raster)
2010 + 2.5 + n*5 MHz
These frequencies coincide with the RAN5 test frequencies for 5 MHz (low, mid, high).
 
	Bandwidth [MHz]
	carrierBandwidth
	Range
	Carrier centre
	point A
	offsetToCarrier 
[PRBs]
	SS block SCN
	GSCN
	Absolute
Frequency
SSB
	
	 



	Offset CORESET#0 from Carrier
	CORESET#0 Index (Offset
[RBs])
Note 1
	OffsetPointA (SIB1)
Note 1

	
	[PRBs]
	
	[MHz]
	[ARFCN]
	[MHz]
	[ARFCN]
	
	[kHz]
	 
	[ARFCN]
	 
	[RBs]
	 
	 

	5
	25
	Downlink
	Low
	2012.5
	402500
	2010.25
	402050
	0
	15
	5032
	402530
	4
	1
	1 (2)
	3

	 
	 
	&
	Mid
	2017.5
	403500
	1996.89
	399378
	102
	 
	5043
	403470
	8
	1
	0 (0)
	103

	 
	 
	Uplink
	High
	2022.5
	404500
	1929.53
	385906
	504
	 
	5054
	404410
	0
	0
	0 (0)
	504


 
 
n39 Japan:
GSCN for
1886.0, 1891.0, 1899.1, 1904.1, 1909.1, 1914.1 MHz
 
[bookmark: _GoBack] 
	Bandwidth [MHz]
	Carrier
Bandwidth
	Range
	Carrier centre
	point A
	offsetToCarrier 
[PRBs]
	SS block SCN
	GSCN
	Absolute
FrequencySSB
	
	 



	Offset CORESET#0 from Carrier
	CORESET#0 Index (Offset
[RBs])
	OffsetPointA (SIB1)

	
	[PRBs]
	
	[MHz]
	[ARFCN]
	[MHz]
	[ARFCN]
	
	[kHz]
	 
	[ARFCN]
	 
	[RBs]
	 
	 

	5
	25
	Downlink
	 
	1886
	377200
	1883.75
	376750
	0
	15
	4715
	377290
	0
	1
	2 (4)
	5

	 
	 
	&
	 
	1891
	378200
	1870.39
	374078
	102
	 
	4729
	378290
	0
	1
	2 (4)
	107

	 
	 
	Uplink
	 
	1899.1
	379820
	1806.13
	361226
	504
	 
	4747
	379730
	0
	0
	0 (0)
	504

	 
	 
	 
	 
	1904.1
	380820
	1901.85
	380370
	0
	 
	4761
	380910
	0
	1
	2 (4)
	5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	1909.1
	381820
	1888.49
	377698
	102
	 
	4772
	381850
	4
	1
	1 (2)
	105

	 
	 
	 
	 
	1914.1
	382820
	1821.13
	364226
	504
	 
	4786
	382850
	4
	1
	1 (2)
	507


 
n39:
GSCN regular 5 MHz grid of channels (100 kHz raster), also works for 20 MHz
1880 + 2.5MHz + n*5 MHz
 
	Bandwidth [MHz]
	carrierBandwidth
	Range
	Carrier centre
	point A
	offsetToCarrier [PRBs]
	SS block SCN
	GSCN
	absoluteFrequencySSB
	
	 



	Offset CORESET#0 from Carrier
	CORESET#0 Index (Offset
[RBs])
	OffsetPointA (SIB1)

	
	[PRBs]
	
	[MHz]
	[ARFCN]
	[MHz]
	[ARFCN]
	
	[kHz]
	 
	[ARFCN]
	 
	[RBs]
	 
	 

	5
	25
	Downlink
	Low
	1882.5
	376500
	1880.25
	376050
	0
	15
	4707
	376590
	0
	1
	2 (4)
	5

	 
	 
	&
	Low+5
	1887.5
	377500
	1866.89
	373378
	102
	 
	4718
	377530
	4
	1
	1 (2)
	105

	 
	 
	Uplink
	Low+10
	1892.5
	378500
	1799.53
	359906
	504
	 
	4732
	378530
	4
	1
	1 (2)
	507

	 
	 
	 
	Low+15
	1897.5
	379500
	1895.25
	379050
	0
	 
	4743
	379470
	8
	1
	0 (0)
	1

	 
	 
	 
	Low+20
	1902.5
	380500
	1881.89
	376378
	102
	 
	4754
	380410
	0
	0
	0 (0)
	102

	 
	 
	 
	Low+30
	1907.5
	381500
	1814.53
	362906
	504
	 
	4768
	381410
	0
	0
	0 (0)
	504

	 
	 
	 
	Low+35
	1912.5
	382500
	1910.25
	382050
	0
	 
	4782
	382590
	0
	1
	2 (4)
	5

	 
	 
	 
	High
	1917.5
	383500
	1896.89
	379378
	102
	 
	4793
	383530
	4
	1
	1 (2)
	105


 
 
[Huawei]
Many thanks for triggering the discussion. After internal checking, we can live with the ideas in Option 1(a or b) for both n34 and n39, if no other company shares the similar view as us. But we would like to look into details for GSCN for 15KHz SCS for both bands.
 
We provide the following tables for GSCN values and their corresponding frequencies in Annex part. In some case, there may be no corresponding GSCN values available in the proposed reduced set of GSCNs with 15KHz SCS. For example, for n39, assume that ARFCN = 378980 and the corresponding DL frequency raster = 1894.9MHz. With the 5MHz channel bandwidth, the occupied frequency range is from 1892.65MHz to 1897.15MHz. In the reduced set of GSCN values, the two closest sync rasters are 1892.65MHz and 1897.35. The corresponding SSB (with 3.6MHz bandwidth) cannot fit the available 5MHz channel bandwidth from 1892.65MHz to 1897.15MHz. We show it in Table 2 by Orange color.
 
We would like to know what is the criterion to derive the reduced GSCN set and on what condition it can work.
 
More specific, as the compromise, we can accept
  For n34: Option 1a: No restriction for n34 SSB
  For n39: can live with Option 1. But more discussion is needed for reduced GSCN values.
  By the way, in Option 1 for n39, 4315 should be changed to 4715
 
Best regards
Xizeng
------------------------------------- Annex ----------------------------------------------------------
Table 1: GSCN and corresponding frequencies for n34
 
	N
	M
	GSCN
	SSB frequency
	Frequency in MHz
	Option 1b

	1677
	1
	5030
	2012450
	2012.45
	　

	1677
	3
	5031
	2012550
	2012.55
	　X

	1677
	5
	5032
	2012650
	2012.65
	　X

	1678
	1
	5033
	2013650
	2013.65
	　

	1678
	3
	5034
	2013750
	2013.75
	　

	1678
	5
	5035
	2013850
	2013.85
	　

	1679
	1
	5036
	2014850
	2014.85
	　

	1679
	3
	5037
	2014950
	2014.95
	　

	1679
	5
	5038
	2015050
	2015.05
	　

	1680
	1
	5039
	2016050
	2016.05
	　

	1680
	3
	5040
	2016150
	2016.15
	　

	1680
	5
	5041
	2016250
	2016.25
	　

	1681
	1
	5042
	2017250
	2017.25
	　

	1681
	3
	5043
	2017350
	2017.35
	　X

	1681
	5
	5044
	2017450
	2017.45
	　

	1682
	1
	5045
	2018450
	2018.45
	　

	1682
	3
	5046
	2018550
	2018.55
	　

	1682
	5
	5047
	2018650
	2018.65
	　

	1683
	1
	5048
	2019650
	2019.65
	　

	1683
	3
	5049
	2019750
	2019.75
	　

	1683
	5
	5050
	2019850
	2019.85
	　

	1684
	1
	5051
	2020850
	2020.85
	　

	1684
	3
	5052
	2020950
	2020.95
	　

	1684
	5
	5053
	2021050
	2021.05
	　

	1685
	1
	5054
	2022050
	2022.05
	X

	1685
	3
	5055
	2022150
	2022.15
	　

	1685
	5
	5056
	2022250
	2022.25
	　


 
Table 2: GSCN and corresponding frequencies for n39
	N
	M
	GSCN
	SSB frequency
	Frequency in MHz
	Opion 1a
	Option 1b
	　

	1569
	1
	4706
	1882850
	1882.85
	　
	　
	　

	1569
	3
	4707
	1882950
	1882.95
	　
	　X
	　

	1569
	5
	4708
	1883050
	1883.05
	　
	　
	　

	1570
	1
	4709
	1884050
	1884.05
	　
	　
	　

	1570
	3
	4710
	1884150
	1884.15
	　
	　
	　

	1570
	5
	4711
	1884250
	1884.25
	　
	　
	　

	1571
	1
	4712
	1885250
	1885.25
	　
	　
	　

	1571
	3
	4713
	1885350
	1885.35
	　
	　
	　

	1571
	5
	4714
	1885450
	1885.45
	　
	　
	　

	1572
	1
	4715
	1886450
	1886.45
	　X
	　X
	　

	1572
	3
	4716
	1886550
	1886.55
	　
	　
	　

	1572
	5
	4717
	1886650
	1886.65
	　
	　
	　

	1573
	1
	4718
	1887650
	1887.65
	　
	　X
	　

	1573
	3
	4719
	1887750
	1887.75
	　
	　
	　

	1573
	5
	4720
	1887850
	1887.85
	　
	　
	　

	1574
	1
	4721
	1888850
	1888.85
	　
	　
	　

	1574
	3
	4722
	1888950
	1888.95
	　
	　
	　

	1574
	5
	4723
	1889050
	1889.05
	　
	　
	　

	1575
	1
	4724
	1890050
	1890.05
	　
	　
	　

	1575
	3
	4725
	1890150
	1890.15
	　
	　
	　

	1575
	5
	4726
	1890250
	1890.25
	　
	　
	　

	1576
	1
	4727
	1891250
	1891.25
	　
	　
	　

	1576
	3
	4728
	1891350
	1891.35
	　
	　
	　

	1576
	5
	4729
	1891450
	1891.45
	　X
	　X
	　

	1577
	1
	4730
	1892450
	1892.45
	　
	　
	　

	1577
	3
	4731
	1892550
	1892.55
	　
	　
	　

	1577
	5
	4732
	1892650
	1892.65
	　
	　X
	　

	1578
	1
	4733
	1893650
	1893.65
	　
	　
	　

	1578
	3
	4734
	1893750
	1893.75
	　
	　
	　

	1578
	5
	4735
	1893850
	1893.85
	　
	　
	　

	1579
	1
	4736
	1894850
	1894.85
	　
	　
	　

	1579
	3
	4737
	1894950
	1894.95
	　
	　
	　

	1579
	5
	4738
	1895050
	1895.05
	　
	　
	　

	1580
	1
	4739
	1896050
	1896.05
	　
	　
	　

	1580
	3
	4740
	1896150
	1896.15
	　
	　
	　

	1580
	5
	4741
	1896250
	1896.25
	　
	　
	　

	1581
	1
	4742
	1897250
	1897.25
	　
	　
	　

	1581
	3
	4743
	1897350
	1897.35
	　
	　X
	　

	1581
	5
	4744
	1897450
	1897.45
	　
	　
	　

	1582
	1
	4745
	1898450
	1898.45
	　
	　
	　

	1582
	3
	4746
	1898550
	1898.55
	　
	　
	　

	1582
	5
	4747
	1898650
	1898.65
	　X
	　X
	　

	1583
	1
	4748
	1899650
	1899.65
	　
	　
	　

	1583
	3
	4749
	1899750
	1899.75
	　
	　
	　

	1583
	5
	4750
	1899850
	1899.85
	　
	　
	　

	1584
	1
	4751
	1900850
	1900.85
	　
	　
	　

	1584
	3
	4752
	1900950
	1900.95
	　
	　
	　

	1584
	5
	4753
	1901050
	1901.05
	　
	　
	　

	1585
	1
	4754
	1902050
	1902.05
	　
	　X
	　

	1585
	3
	4755
	1902150
	1902.15
	　
	　
	　

	1585
	5
	4756
	1902250
	1902.25
	　
	　
	　

	1586
	1
	4757
	1903250
	1903.25
	　
	　
	　

	1586
	3
	4758
	1903350
	1903.35
	　
	　
	　

	1586
	5
	4759
	1903450
	1903.45
	　
	　
	　

	1587
	1
	4760
	1904450
	1904.45
	　
	　
	　

	1587
	3
	4761
	1904550
	1904.55
	　X
	　X
	　

	1587
	5
	4762
	1904650
	1904.65
	　
	　
	　

	1588
	1
	4763
	1905650
	1905.65
	　
	　
	　

	1588
	3
	4764
	1905750
	1905.75
	　
	　
	　

	1588
	5
	4765
	1905850
	1905.85
	　
	　
	　

	1589
	1
	4766
	1906850
	1906.85
	　
	　
	　

	1589
	3
	4767
	1906950
	1906.95
	　
	　
	　

	1589
	5
	4768
	1907050
	1907.05
	　
	　X
	　

	1590
	1
	4769
	1908050
	1908.05
	　
	　
	　

	1590
	3
	4770
	1908150
	1908.15
	　
	　
	　

	1590
	5
	4771
	1908250
	1908.25
	　
	　
	　

	1591
	1
	4772
	1909250
	1909.25
	　X
	　X
	　

	1591
	3
	4773
	1909350
	1909.35
	　
	　
	　

	1591
	5
	4774
	1909450
	1909.45
	　
	　
	　

	1592
	1
	4775
	1910450
	1910.45
	　
	　
	　

	1592
	3
	4776
	1910550
	1910.55
	　
	　
	　

	1592
	5
	4777
	1910650
	1910.65
	　
	　
	　

	1593
	1
	4778
	1911650
	1911.65
	　
	　
	　

	1593
	3
	4779
	1911750
	1911.75
	　
	　
	　

	1593
	5
	4780
	1911850
	1911.85
	　
	　
	　

	1594
	1
	4781
	1912850
	1912.85
	　
	　
	　

	1594
	3
	4782
	1912950
	1912.95
	　
	　X
	　

	1594
	5
	4783
	1913050
	1913.05
	　
	　
	　

	1595
	1
	4784
	1914050
	1914.05
	　
	　
	　

	1595
	3
	4785
	1914150
	1914.15
	　
	　
	　

	1595
	5
	4786
	1914250
	1914.25
	　X
	　X
	　

	1596
	1
	4787
	1915250
	1915.25
	　
	　
	　

	1596
	3
	4788
	1915350
	1915.35
	　
	　
	　

	1596
	5
	4789
	1915450
	1915.45
	　
	　
	　

	1597
	1
	4790
	1916450
	1916.45
	　
	　
	　

	1597
	3
	4791
	1916550
	1916.55
	　
	　
	　

	1597
	5
	4792
	1916650
	1916.65
	　
	　
	　

	1598
	1
	4793
	1917650
	1917.65
	　
	　X
	　

	1598
	3
	4794
	1917750
	1917.75
	　
	　
	　

	1598
	5
	4795
	1917850
	1917.85
	　
	　
	　


 
 [CMCC]
I upload the draft WF on 30KHz SCS support for n34 and n39 SSB. Please find in:
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/TSG_RAN/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/WF%20on%2030KHz%20SCS%20support%20for%20n34%20and%20n39%20SSB/draft%20WF%20on%2030KHz%20SSB.pptx 
 
In order to check companies' views quickly, I copied the options in the WF as follows. 
 
For n34:
Option 1:
30k SCS SSB is added to n34, so both 15k and 30k SCS SSB are supported for n34 from Rel-15
Restrictions on 15k SCS SSB for n34
Option 1a: No restriction for n34 SSB
 (Note: since n34 only has 15MHz, adding 30KHz will not increase the complexity much, so we propose to add this option 1a for further discussion)
Option 1b: GSCN {5031, 5032, 5043, 5054} for 15k SCS for n34 SSB
Option 2:
Replace 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n34 SSB from Rel-15
 
For n39:
•Option 1:
30k SCS SSB is added to n39, so both 15k and 30k SCS SSB are supported for n39 from Rel-15
Restrictions on 15k SCS SSB for n39
Option 1a: GSCN {4315, 4729, 4747, 4761, 4772, 4786} for 15k SCS for n39 SSB
Option 1b: GSCN {4707, 4315, 4718, 4729, 4732, 4743, 4747, 4754, 4761, 4768, 4772, 4782, 4786, 4793} for 15k SCS for n39 SSB (from CR R4-2010340)
Option 2:
Replace 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n39 SSB from Rel-15

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”

	R4-2011682
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
Agreeable

	R4-2011683
	Agreeable

	R4-2011684
	Agreeable



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

	R4-2010788	Release independence support of new channel bandwidth from Rel-15
	ZTE
	Proposal : Take Option 1 to fix the issue on the release independence support from Rel-15 of a new channel bandwidth added to an existing operating band introduced in Rel-15.



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:This sub-topic continues the discussion on release independence support of new channel bandwidth added to a Rel-15 operating band.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1:  How to capture in TS 38.307 Rel-15 ?
· Proposals
· Option 1:  Fill in the blank for the two tables on operating bands as in Rel-16
· Option 2: Add a sentence indicating “new channel bandwidth to an existing operating band” should be treated as a new “operating band”  equivalently
· Option 3: Create a new table for “UE channel bandwidth”
· Option 4: Other options not precluded
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description: In this sub-topic, we discuss the necessity of differentiating contiguous and non-contiguous intra-band CA configurations in TS 38.307. 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: Should contiguous and non-contiguous intra-band CA configurations be differentiated in TS 38.307?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

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

	OPPOXXX
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Sub topic 2-2:
….
Others:
Issue 3-1:  How to capture in TS 38.307 Rel-15 ?
No strong view, but maybe Option 3(Create a new table for “UE channel bandwidth”) is clearer and simple.

	CHTTL
	Issue 3-1:
Maybe option 3 is clearer.
Option 1 might not aligned with the current spec?

	ZTE
	Issue 3-1: 
To CHTTL, the reason for having this CR has been discussed in a couple of previous meetings. It is a “sub-feature” under the declared item “operating bands”. If it is blank, there would be no requirement for a new CBW added to an Rel-15 operating band.
Option 1 is a future proof solution, but we are fine with Option 3 to address the issue specific to CBW.



 
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

	R4-2010789	Draft CR to TS 38.307 Release independence support of new channel bandwidth from Rel-15, ZTE
	CHTTL: In Rel.15 38.307. all of the column “ requirements to be fulfilled” can be left as blank, since it is used for future release if my understanding is correct. In Rel.16 38.307, this column is used to indicate that which part of requirement is in Rel.16 spec, but the feature itself is release independent from Rel.15.Company A

	
	Company BZTE: the reason for having this CR has been discussed in a couple of previous meetings. It is a “sub-feature” under the declared item “operating bands”. If it is blank, there would be no requirement for a new CBW added to an Rel-15 operating band.


	
	

	R4-2009704/9705	Adding NR FDD Intra-band CA and FR1 3CC Inter-band CA into Release Independence, Dish
	Company AZTE: In our understanding, the TS38.307 Rel-15 only reflect the configurations captured in Rel-15 38.101-1/2/3 spec. However, in current Rel-15 38.101-1 vfa.0, there are no intra-band non-contigous CA within FR1 defined. Therefore it is no need to introduce table 5.2.1-2.  Also only inter-band CA combination with two bands are defined in  Rel-15 38.101-1 vfa.0, so the original Table 5.2.2-1 is correct.

	
	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
New CBW to existing operating bands
	Tentative agreements:
· Compromise to Option 3 “Create a new table for UE channel bandwidth”
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Revise the CR according to the agreement

	Differentiating intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous CA
	Tentative agreements:
· Do not differentiate intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous CA in TS 38.307 Rel-15 

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  

	R4-2010789	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
To be revised

	R4-2009704 
	Noted. 
Merged in Thread #121. Its mirror R4-2009705 should be withdrawn



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
[ZTE]: Please kindly find the draft for R4-2011685 according to the agreements in the first round discussion:
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/draft%20R4-2011685%20Draft%20CR%20to%20TS%2038.307%20Release%20independence%20support%20of%20new%20channel%20bandwidth%20from%20Rel-15-r0.docx
Your further comments are welcome.

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  

	XXXR4-2011685
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
Agreeable



Topic #3: UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL/SDL bands
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2009592	On UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL/SDL bands
	Nokia
	Observation 1: There can be multiple corresponding bands of SUL or SDL bands and they do not always use the common duplex mode.
Observation 2: Corresponding bands for SUL or SDL bands do not always exist.
Observation 3: Given n75 and n29 discussion, RAN2 understanding does not always apply in all the cases that a SUL/SDL band corresponds to TDD or FDD band. Hence applying corresponding UE capability for TDD or FDD cannot work reliably.
Observation 4: RAN4 specifications remain consistent without requiring SUL or SDL bands to be classified as FDD or TDD bands.
Conclusion: RAN4 specifications cannot be a reference to differentiate SDL or SUL as FDD or TDD modes for the per-UE capabilities.

	R4-2010782	Draft reply LS on UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL/SDL bands
	ZTE
	In RAN4 none of features / functions / requirements /procedures related to the SUL or SDL band alone need to further categorize an SUL or SDL band into an FDD or TDD duplex mode.
Answer 1: SUL/SDL is regarded as one of duplex modes in RAN4 in parallel to FDD/TDD
Answer 2: RAN4 does not see the need to further categorize an SUL or SDL band into an FDD or TDD band.

	R4-2011470	Response to LS on UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL/SDL bands
	Huawei
	Proposal: Apply the per-UE capabilities indicated as FDD bands for SUL and SDL in both Rel-15 and Rel-16, when those per-UE capabilities are differentiated by FDD and TDD.



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 3-1
Sub-topic description:In this sub-topic, whether or not should we deliver the information to RAN2 that an SUL or SDL may correspond to origin multiple bands, both FDD and TDD, and there might even no corresponding origin band either.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1-1: Can RAN4 specifications be a reference to differentiate SDL or SUL as FDD or TDD modes for the per-UE capabilities?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 or Option 2?

Issue 3-1-2: Is there any feature/function/requirement/procedure related to an SUL or SDL band alone which requires further categorization of the SUL or SDL band into either FDD or TDD from RAN4 perspective?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Sub-topic 3-2
Sub-topic description: In this sub-topic, we discuss the need of further categorizing and SUL/SDL band into FDD or TDD from RAN4 perspective.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-2-1 (Question 1): Could per-UE capabilities for SUL/SDL bands be differentiated on the duplex mode(s) for Rel-15 and Rel-16?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes 
· Option 2: No. SUL/SDL is regarded as one of duplex modes in RAN4 in parallel to FDD/TDD
· Option 3: No. At least RAN4 spec cannot be a reference to answer the question.
Option 4: No. At least RAN4 spec cannot be a reference to answer the question and in RAN4 SUL/SDL is regarded as one of duplex modes in RAN4 in parallel to FDD/TDD.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 or Option 2?

Issue 3-2-2 (Question 2): Which duplex mode(s) (i.e. FDD or TDD) for the per-UE capabilities which are differentiated by FDD and TDD are applied for SUL/SDL in both Rel-15 and Rel-16?
· Proposals
· Option 1: In RAN4 understanding, regarding all the UE capabilities differentiated by FDD and TDD, the reported UE capability value for FDD should be applied to SUL or SDL band in both Rel-15 and Rel-16, if the capabilities can be applicable to SUL or SDL band. 
· Option 2: SUL/SDL is regarded as one of duplex modes in RAN4 in parallel to FDD/TDD 
· Option 3: At least RAN4 spec cannot be a reference to answer the question.
· Option 4: At least RAN4 spec cannot be a reference to answer the question and in RAN4 SUL/SDL is regarded as one of duplex modes in RAN4 in parallel to FDD/TDD.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 or Option 2?

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

	HuaweiXXX
	Sub topic 3-1-1: 
Prefer to Option 1, although RAN4 alone cannot provide the answer and RAN1 is the better working group for reference because the differentiations of particular feature groups are decided in RAN1/RAN2. The feature groups concerned here, which are per-UE and differentiated by FDD/TDD, are baseband capabilities.
In our view, both SDL and SUL cannot work alone. When being paired with other bands, the RAN4 requirements apply to SUL and SDL under the condition which requires SUL on one frequency band and the paired DL on the other frequency band, or requires SDL on one frequency band and the paired UL on the other frequency band. So we would like to apply for SDL or SUL the same per-UE feature groups as for FDD bands.
Sub topic 3-1-2:
No. 
Firstly, in our view, there is no need to categorize SUL or SDL bands into either FDD or TDD from RAN4 perspective. We need inform RAN2 that four duplex modes of FDD, TDD, SUL and SDL need be considered when 3GPP discusses the differentiation of per-UE feature groups by duplex modes in Rel-16 and/or future release. ….
Secondly, there is no need to identify any feature/function/requirement/procedure related to an SUL or SDL band alone which requires further categorization of the SUL or SDL band into either FDD or TDD from RAN4 perspective. 
We need focusing on the existing feature groups, which have been specified and differentiated by FDD and TDD already in the Rel-15/Rel-16 specifications. The related feature groups are provided in R4-2011470. In our view, RAN4 is not requested to have open discuss to further identify the new per-UE feature groups, which requires differentiation between FDD and TDD in Rel-15 and between FDD, TDD, SUL and SDL in Rel-16, and how to apply the differentiations between FDD and TDD to SUL and SDL in Rel-15. 
Sub topic 3-2-1
Option 1. 
Sub topic 3-2-2
Option 1. In our understanding, the operation mode for SUL and SDL is similar to FDD where UL and DL are on the different frequencies. And the RAN4 requirements apply to SUL and SDL on the condition that the uplink transmission and paired downlink transmission are configured on the different frequencies.

We would like to provide more information:
For Rel-16 UE, the new mechanism in R1-2005212 is applied for SUL/SDL, i.e., For release-16 UE capabilities for which both xDD and FRx differentiations are allowed, RAN2 intends to use “per band” capability signalling. This way, the problem above no longer exists for release-16 capabilities.

Others:

	Nokia
	Sub topic 3-1-1: Option 2. As far as we read three contributions including ours, all of them imply that RAN4 requirements do not have requirements for SDL or SUL band alone but rather have requirements with SDL or SDL band together with Anchor bands. If this is the case, all we have to do is to share the fact with RAN2. And it is not appropriate for RAN4 to share some specific direction or preference on duplex mode of SDL/SUL with RAN2 if RAN4 specification is not directly related with this issue.
Sub topic 3-1-2: Option 2.
Sub topic 3-2-1: Option 4.
Sub topic 3-2-2: Option 4.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 3-1-1: Option 2. 
Issue 3-1-2: Option 2-No.
Issue 3-2-1: Option 3 – This was never discussed in RAN4 and we do not believe such a generic approach can be taken. For now, the RAN4 specs cannot be a reference to answer this question in a general way.
Issue 3-2-2: We support Option 3. This would have to be discussed on a case by case manner and it would probably depend on whether the underlying spectrum is assigned also for TDD or FDD operation. 

	Samsung
	Issue 3-1-1: Support Option 2. In our understanding, SUL/SDL is regarded as an independent duplex mode in RAN4 even though it looks like FDD/TDD and cannot work alone so far. Also, no principle is exist when specifying new SUL/SDL band for the per-UE capabilities in RAN4.
Issue 3-1-2: Support Option 2. 
Issue 3-2-1: Support Option 4
Issue 3-2-2: Support Option 4

	Apple
	Issue 3-1-1: Option 2: No
Issue 3-1-2: Option 2: No
Issue 3-2-1: Option 3: No. At least RAN4 spec cannot be a reference to answer the question.
Issue 3-2-2: Option 3: At least RAN4 spec cannot be a reference to answer the question.


 
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
	Tentative agreements:
· From RAN4 perspective, SUL and SDL are regarded as duplex modes in parallel to FDD and TDD and there is no need to further categorize an SUL or SDL band into FDD or TDD duplex mode.
· Majority view on the two questions raised by RAN2:
· RAN4 spec cannot be a reference to answer these two questions
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion on answers to RAN2 questions based on the above agreements
· Drafting a reply LS based accordingly

	
	



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

	#1
	WF on UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL/SDL bands
	Nokia



	#2
	Draft reply LS on UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL/SDL bands
	ZTE



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)
The log is in a reverse chronicle order (Newest first)

[Nokia]
I’ve uploaded the following WF.
R4-2011686: WF on UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL/SDL bands
[ZTE]
Given that no more comments are allowed, the formal version of the draft LS R4-2011687 and the draft CR R4-2011685 have been uploaded. 
 
[ZTE] 
Please kindly find the updated draft according to the latest discussions at: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation/DraftR4-2011687%20draft%20LS%20reply%20on%20UE%20capability%20xDD%20differentiation%20for%20SUL_SDL%20bands-r2.docx
and with some minor editorial changes.
[Huawei]
We can accept your proposal.
Please find our revision on LS accordingly.
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation/DraftR4-2011687%20draft%20LS%20reply%20on%20UE%20capability%20xDD%20differentiation%20for%20SUL_SDL%20bands-r0_Huawei2.docx
 
[Nokia]
Can we just remove both the following texts? Revised WF ishere.
I think it is almost clear that RAN4 is not in the position to answer RAN2 questions without them.
1.       it is left to other working group
2.       At least more specific questions with examples are needed to further discussion in RAN4 if needed.
[Huawei]
Many thanks for taking our comments into account.
 
But we still would like to keep the sentence “it is left to other working group”. The reason is that in RAN1 when discussing the LS the company tried to link the RAN1 discussion with RAN4 and thus the conclusion is that
 
------------------------------ RAN1 possible agreement --------------------------------------
Possible Agreement
It is concluded to have the reply LS to RAN2 after RAN4 reply LS on R1-2005208/R2-2006322 is done. Wait RAN4 decision about xDD differentiation for SDL/SUL before having the reply LS to RAN2 in RAN1#102-e
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 
Considering most of RAN4 experts (except us) agree that RAN4 cannot answer the questions, and also considering that companies tried to propose “wait for RAN4” in other working group and include “more inputs, … , are needed to further discussion in RAN4 if needed” in RAN4 LS, we propose to make it very clear that this topic is irrelevant to RAN4 in order to avoid the potential loop or ping-pong between working groups and leave to other working group to handle it. That would be helpful to save efforts to avoid further unnecessary discussion triggered by RAN2 for the related topic.
 
And although in the WF we show our view that we could accept the last sentence with added “if needed”, i.e., “more inputs, … , are needed to further discussion in RAN4 if needed”, we still prefer to remove it, since RAN4 agree that RAN4 cannot answer the questions. It seems less meaningful to call more inputs from other working groups.
 
We also made more editorial changes.
 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation/DraftR4-2011687%20draft%20LS%20reply%20on%20UE%20capability%20xDD%20differentiation%20for%20SUL_SDL%20bands-r0_Huawei.docx
 
[ZTE]
Please kindly find the initial draft on the reply LS on UE capability xDD differentiation for SUL_SDL bands at: 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation/DraftR4-2011687%20draft%20LS%20reply%20on%20UE%20capability%20xDD%20differentiation%20for%20SUL_SDL%20bands-r0.docx
In principle, it is just a mirror to the current version of the WF, with re-ordering of some texts, so it will be updated according to the WF accordingly.
[ZTE]
Please see our advised revision at 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation_Huawei_ZTE.pptx
 
with the following changes:
•Since the differentiations of per-UE capabilities byTDD/FDD duplex mode(s) are specified in other working groups, RAN4 cannot provide the specific answers to RAN2 questions. It is left to other working group.
The last sentence shown above seems not consistent with the last sub-bullet, and the duplex mode differentiation is only for TDD/FDD according to the RAN2 LS.
 
[Huawei]
We make modifications on the draft WF.
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B101%5D%20NR_NewRAT_SysParameters/Round2/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation/Draft%20WF%20xDD%20differentiation_Huawei.pptx
 
1. Remove the categorization of SDL or SUL band related features… into FDD or TDD. We do not think this is relevant to RAN2 questions. And most of the features and procedures are specified in RAN1 and RAN2. The wording seems that RAN4 makes the agreements for SUL and SDL features in general. We are not in favor of such agreement.
2. Add our proposed wording as the sub-bullets under the conclusion bullet, i.e.,  Since the differentiations of per-UE capabilities by duplex mode(s) are specified in other working groups, RAN4 cannot provide the specific answers to RAN2 questions. It is left to other working group.
3. For the LS, we would like to suggest to focusing on answer the questions which RAN2 asked, rather including more additional information.
 [Nokia]
“directly” meant we cannot find answers in RAN4 spec.
The original text proposed by Nokia did not include “directly”.
Now Huawei wanted to answer saying SDL and SUL are categorized into FDD with our knowledge.
So, I left some room that we can answer something with our knowledge in a comprehensive manner if necessary.
 
As far as I see Huawei’s comments, they would say if we differentiate the entire band combination including SUL or SDL as FDD or TDD,
it looks FDD since UL and DL are simultaneously used over different spectrum.
Somehow, this answer is indirect.
 
[Qualcomm]
I see that the latest draft of the xDD differentiation WF has the following sentence on the last page:
1.       Conclusion
1.       RAN4 specification cannot be a reference todirectly answer the two questions from RAN2.
 
What is intention of having directly in the text? Can RAN4 do something indirectly?
[Huawei]
Many thanks for taking our comments into account for the 2nd round.
 
After internal checking, we would like to propose the following sentence to see if it is OK for all the companies:
1.         Since the differentiations of per-UE capabilities by duplex mode(s) are specified in other working groups, RAN4 cannot provide the specific answers to RAN2 questions. It is left to other working group.

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”

	R4-2011686
	Agreeable

	R4-2011687
	Agreeable



Topic #4: Application of UE capabilities for EN-DC for NE-DC
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010264	Reply LS on Clarification on RAN4 features of NE-DC
	Samsung
	



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 4-1
Sub-topic description: In this topic, the applicability of UE capabilities for EN-DC for NE-DC
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-1: For “inter-band EN-DC without intra-band EN-DC component”, supportedBandwidthCombinationSet is used to define the bandwidth combination set for the NR part of the band combination. Can it be applicable for NE-DC use cases?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Issue 4-2: For “intra-band EN-DC with additional inter-band CA component(s) of LTE and/or NR,” supportedBandwidthCombinationSetIntraENDC is used to define- the bandwidth combination set for the intra-band EN-DC component; supportedBandwidthCombinationSetEUTRA is used to Indicates the set of supported bandwidth combinations for the LTE part; supportedBandwidthCombinationSet is used to defines the bandwidth combinations for the NR part of the band combination. Can they be applicable for NE-DC use cases?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Issue 4-3: For “intra-band EN-DC without additional inter-band NR and LTE CA component”, supportedBandwidthCombinationSet is used supported bandwidth combination set applicable to the NR and LTE band combinations. Can it be applicable for NE-DC use cases?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
Option 1?
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXZTE
	Sub topic 4-1:  Option 1
Sub topic 4-2: Option 1
Sub topic 4-3: Option 1
….
Others:

	Apple 
	Issue 4-1: Option 1: Yes
Issue 4-2: Option 1: Yes
Issue 4-3: Option 1: Yes


 
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.

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:
· Unanimous agreements on the applicability of UE capabilities of EN-DC for NE-DC  
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Revise the draft reply LS



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

	#1
	Reply LS on Clarification on RAN4 features of NE-DC
· Revised from R4-2010264
	
Samsung




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  

	XXXR4-2011688
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
Agreeable



Topic #5: Miscellaneous 
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-20xxxxx
	Company A
	Proposal 1:
Observation 1:



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
In this topic, there are mainly CRs involved. No discussion paper. So we can focus on the contents of CRs.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 
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

	R4-2010342	Correction for 5 MHz channel bandwidth for n40 and n50, Ericsson
	Huawei: the change is OK.Company A

	
	Company BZTE: We are fine with the change.

	
	Qualcomm: change is fine
Apple: Agree with the change.

	R4-2010343	Correction for 5 MHz channel bandwidth for n50 and introduction of Annex H, Ericsson
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Apple: No concern with the CR content. Procedure wise, can the Rel-15 mirror CR be covered by a separate Rel-16 Cat F CR together with other Rel-16 changes without a Cat A CR?

	R4-2011484/1485	CR for 38.101-1 channel space for CA_Rel15/16, Huawei
	EricssonCompany A Not agreed. The “said mu value” is mu set to mu_0. No need for this change.

	
	Company B

	
	Apple: The said  is the same meaning as 0. The CR does not look to be necessary.

	R4-2011486/1487	CR for 38.101-2 channel space for CA_Rel15/16, Huawei
	EricssonCompany A: Not agreed. The “said mu value” is mu set to mu_0. No need for this change.

	
	Company B

	
	Apple: The CR content is not consistent with what described in the cover sheet.

	R4-2009799	CR for R15 38.101-2: Clarification of the order of sub-blocks for intra-band non-contiguous CA, CATT
	ZTE: We are fine with the change.Company A

	
	Apple: This clarification is not necessary in Rel-15 as the configurations proposed in Rel-15 would not cause confusion without this clarification.

	
	

	R4-2009802	CR for R16 38.101-2: Correction of Table 5.4.3.3-1, CATT
	ZTE: We are fine with the change.Company A

	
	Apple: Agree with the changes.

	
	



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:
· Agree changes proposed in R4-2010342, R4-2010343, R4-2009802
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Discuss whether or not the changes proposed in R4-2010343 should be applied to Rel-15 and submit a new CR if agreeing to do so.



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  

	R4-2010342XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
Agreeable

	R4-2010343
	Agreeable. Check if the same change should be applied in Rel-15

	R4-2011484
	Return-to

	R4-2011486
	Return-to

	R4-2009799
	Noted



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”

	R4-2011484
	Noted

	R4-2011486
	Noted






