3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting # 94-e-Bis 												R4-2011551
Electronic Meeting, 20 – 30 Apr., 2020

Agenda item:			7.12.1.4, 7.12.1.6
Source:	Nokia
Title:	Email discussion summary for [96e][118] NR_RF_FR2_req_enh_Part_4
Document for:	Information
Introduction
This email discussion target is to complete pending FR2 UE RF features
· 7.12.1.4, Non-contiguous intra-band uplink CA for FR2
· 7.12.1.6, UE UL power boost when IBE is suspended
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: 
· [96e][118] Non-contiguous intra-band uplink CA for FR2
· [96e][118] UE UL power boost when IBE is suspended
· 2nd round: TBA
[bookmark: _Hlk48206232]Topic #1: Non-contiguous intra-band uplink CA for FR2
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Title
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2011454
	CR to 38.101-2: FR2 NC ULCA feature
	Nokia, Qualcomm Inc, Ericsson
	This is CAT B CR to introduce FR2 non-contiguous intra-band CA feature

	R4-2011478
	On intra-band NC UL CA_FR2
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	This Tdoc in for approval
Observation 1: RAN4 should clarify whether the mechanism can reused for intra-band UL NC CA: MPR for UL contiguous CA(<=400MHz) same as single carrier MPR when RBs are allocated only within 1CC and under DFT-OFDM(when QPSK and BPSK).
Proposal 1: Specify the MPR dependency with UL frequency separation for intra-band UL NC CA.
Proposal 2: in Rel-16, intra-band UL NC CA sub block number is limited up to 3, capture the agreement in the feature CR.
Proposal 3: Specify intra-band NC UL CA as in Table 1 and Table2, PC3 MPR= max(MPRNC_CA, -8*A +10.0).

	R4-2011511
	Discussion on FR2 NC UL CA requirements
	Qualcomm India Pvt Ltd
	This Tdoc in for approval
Proposal 1a: MPR tables shall be changed to depend on ‘DL frequency separation’, instead of ‘Cumulative Aggregated BW’
Proposal 1b: Retain CABW in the CA MPR tables, but update the definition of ‘Cumulative Aggregated BW’ for Rel-16 to ‘frequency band from the lowest edge of the lowest CC to the upper edge of the highest CC of all UL and DL configured CCs in the bidirectional spectrum’
There was concern with adoption of proposal 1a because it touched requirements that were in place in Rel-15, so we proceed with proposal 1b.
Proposal 2: CA MPR for CABW >1400 MHz adopts values used for 1400 MHz.
Observation 2: If wording from Rel-15 is adopted, both out-of-band regulatory and in-band coex requirements can apply at some frequencies.
This conflict can be resolved however, by removing the requirement for the UE to be compliant with an SEM or general spurious requirement inside the licensed block of frequencies, i.e frequencies occupied by UL and DL CCs, which remains consistent with regulatory requirements.
Proposal 3: To resolve conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements, introduce clarification: ‘Spectral emission mask (or general spurious, depending on context) requirements do not apply at any frequency where IBE requirements of clause 6.4A.2.3 apply’  
A clarification to treat the 1UL+nDL case:
Proposal 4: In case the CA configuration consists of a single UL CC, requirements from contiguous UL CA apply, with ‘chan. BW’ used as ‘aggregated chan. BW’
A clarification for special MPR handling, in context of introduction of NC UL CA:
Proposal 5: Clarify special handling with addition: ‘In case of a contiguous RB, DFT-s-BPSK or DFT-s-QPSK UL allocation in a single CC  of a CA configuration with contiguous CCs, and…’



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 MPR for Non-contiguous intra-band uplink CA for FR2
Decisions are needed what is the applicable BW to determine MPR, what is the number of uplink sub-block in REL-16. Furthermore MPR definition itself needs to be agreed up to CABW of 2400 MHz.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: What is the applicable BW to determine MPR
· Proposals
· Option 1: Specify the MPR dependency with UL frequency separation for intra-band UL NC CA.
· Option 2: Retain CABW in the CA MPR tables, but update the definition of ‘Cumulative Aggregated BW’ for Rel-16 to ‘frequency band from the lowest edge of the lowest CC to the upper edge of the highest CC of all UL and DL configured CCs in the bidirectional spectrum’
· Recommended WF
· Tentative WF: Option 2. Clarifying that CABW excludes the DL-only spectrum resolves the issue raised in R4-2011478, furthermore if non-contiguous intra-band uplink CA is determined based on only the UL frequency separation then it is not aligned with single carrier MPR definition which also takes into account bi-directional DL separation.

Issue 1-1-2: Number of uplink sub-block in REL16 specification
· Proposals
· Option 1: Three sub-block
· Option 2: Some other amount of sub-blocks
· Recommended WF
· Tentative WF: Option 1 which is three sub-blocks. This is actually also proposed in feature CR R4-2011454 as the configuration having highest number of sub-blocks is CA_n260(3A). This issue can be further clarified in MPR section.

Issue 1-1-3: What is the MPR for 1400 MHz < CABW ≤ 2400 MHz, applies also to contiguous case
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use same MPR as for 800 MHz ≤ CABW ≤ 1400 MHz
· Option 2: Something else
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-1-4: MPR rule for PC3
· Proposals
· Option 1: MPR = max(MPRNC_CA, -8*A +10.0) and table as in R4-2011478
· Option 2: MPR = max(MPRNC_CA, -10*A +10.0) and tables as in CR R4-2011454
· Recommended WF
· Seek compromise between option 1 and option 2

Issue 1-1-5: MPR rule for PC1
· Proposals
· Option 1: MPR = Table as in R4-2011478
· Option 2: MPR = max(MPRNC_CA, -10*A +  14.4) and tables as in CR R4-2011454
· Recommended WF
· Clarify first what is the formula to be used with table proposed in R4-2011478 then see outcome of discussion on PC3 MPR issue 1-1-4 and move forward.

Sub-topic 1-2: Conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements
Frequencies where IBE requirements apply, and frequencies where SEM or general spurious emissions requirements apply are supposed to be mutually exclusive. The former is reserved for ensuring co-existence with other UEs in the network, while the latter is a regulatory requirement.
The wording as carried over from Rel-15 gives rise to a conflicting situation where both, in-band requirements (IBE) and out-of-license-block regulatory requirements (SEM or general spurious) simultaneously apply
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: Conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: To resolve conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements, introduce clarification: ‘Spectral emission mask (or general spurious, depending on context) requirements do not apply at any frequency where IBE requirements of clause 6.4A.2.3 apply’  
· Option 2: Do not make this clarification
· Recommended WF
· Tentative WF: Option 1
Sub-topic 1-3: MPR for 1UL + nDL CA case
With the introduction of the NC CA feature, it is not clear whether contiguous CA requirements should apply or NC CA requirements to the CA case with single CC UL.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
[bookmark: _Hlk48211998]Issue 1-3-1: MPR for 1UL + nDL CA case
· Proposals
· Option 1: Add sentence: In case the CA configuration consists of a single UL CC, requirements from contiguous UL CA apply, with ‘chan. BW’ used as ‘aggregated chan. BW’ into clause 6.2A.2.1
· Option 2: Do not make this clarification
· Recommended WF
· Tentative WF: Option 1
Sub-topic 1-4: Special handling of MPR for contiguous CA case
The case for special MPR handling for CA was originally intended for contiguous UL and DL CA, but the wording requires clarification in context of introduction of NC UL CA.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-4-1: Special handling of MPR for contiguous CA case
· Proposals
· Option 1: make addition as highlighted: In case of a contiguous RB, DFT-s-BPSK or DFT-s-QPSK UL allocation in a single CC of a CA configuration with contiguous CCs, and whose cumulative aggregated BW  400 MHz, MPRWT_C_CA shall be derived instead as MAX(MPR1, MPR2), into clause 6.2A.2.2.1
· Option 2: Do not make this clarification
· Recommended WF
· Tentative WF: Option 1
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

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

	Intel
	Issue 1-1-1: What is the applicable BW to determine MPR
Option 2
Issue 1-1-2: Number of uplink sub-block in REL16 specification
Option 1
Issue 1-1-3: What is the MPR for 1400 MHz < CABW ≤ 2400 MHz, applies also to contiguous case
Option 1: Use same MPR as for 800 MHz ≤ CABW ≤ 1400 MHz


	Samsung
	Sub topic 1-1: 
Issue 1-1-1: What is the applicable BW to determine MPR
After Fsd is introduced in Rel-16, the definition of CABW need to be clarified. If CABW excludes Fsd, then we can retain CABW in MPR tables as option 2.
Issue 1-1-2: Number of uplink sub-block in REL16 specification
Option 1
Sub topic 1-2:
Issue 1-2-1: Conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements
The recommended WF is reasonable (option 1) to avoid redundant verification
Sub topic 1-3:
Issue 1-3-1: MPR for 1UL + nDL CA case
The recommended WF is reasonable (option 1) to handle 1UL CC case otherwise the requirement will be unclear
Sub topic 1-4:
Issue 1-4-1: Special handling of MPR for contiguous CA case
It is better to clarify the exact CCs configuration for the special handling case.


	Nokia
	Issue 1-1-1: Option 2.
Issue 1-1-2: Option 1.
Issue 1-1-3: Option 1.
Issue 1-2-1: Option 1.
Issue 1-3-1: Option 1.
Issue 1-4-1: Option 1.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1-1: What is the applicable BW to determine MPR : Option 2 
Issue 1-1-2: Number of uplink sub-block in REL16 specification: Option 1 
Issue 1-1-3: What is the MPR for 1400 MHz < CABW ≤ 2400 MHz, applies also to contiguous case: Option 1
Issue 1-1-4: MPR rule for PC3: (would like to discuss but there is no data or sims)
Issue 1-1-5: MPR rule for PC1 (would like to discuss but there is no data or sims)
Issue 1-2-1: Conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements: Option 1
Issue 1-3-1: MPR for 1UL + nDL CA case: Option 1
Issue 1-4-1: Special handling of MPR for contiguous CA case: Option 1

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1-1: What is the applicable BW to determine MPR
Option 1 in principle, No BB or RF component related to DL have impairment on MPR. 
We can compromise to accept for option 2 for complete WI.
Issue 1-1-2: Number of uplink sub-block in REL16 specification
Option 1
Issue 1-1-3: What is the MPR for 1400 MHz < CABW ≤ 2400 MHz, applies also to contiguous case
PC1:
	Waveform Type
	CABW in Rel-16

	
	< 400 MHz
	≥ 400 MHz and < 800 MHz
	≥ 800 MHz and ≤ 1400 MHz
	> 1400 MHz and ≤ 2400 MHz

	DFT-s-OFDM
	Pi/2 BPSK
	≤ 6
	7.7
	8.2
	8.7

	
	QPSK
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	16 QAM
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	64 QAM
	≤ 9.0
	10.7
	11.2
	11.7

	CP-OFDM
	QPSK
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	16 QAM
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	64 QAM
	≤ 9.0
	10.7
	11.2
	11.7


PC3:
	
	CABW in Rel-16

	
	≤ 400 MHz
	> 400 MHz and < 800 MHz
	≥ 800 MHz and ≤ 1400 MHz
	> 1400 MHz and ≤ 2400 MHz

	DFT-s-OFDM
	Pi/2 BPSK
	≤ 5.5
	≤ 7.7
	≤ [8.2]
	≤ [8.7]

	
	QPSK
	≤ 6
	≤ 7.7
	≤ [8.2]
	≤ [8.7]

	
	16 QAM
	≤ 7
	≤ 8.7
	≤ [9.3]
	≤ [9.8]

	
	64 QAM
	≤ 9.0
	≤ 10.7
	≤ [11.2]
	≤ [11.7]

	CP-OFDM
	QPSK
	≤ 6
	≤ 7.5
	≤ [8.0]
	≤ [8.5]

	
	16 QAM
	≤ 7
	≤ 8.7
	≤ [9.2]
	≤ [9.7]

	
	64 QAM
	≤ 9.0
	≤ 10.7
	≤ [11.2]
	≤ [11.7]



MPR = max(MPRNC_CA, -10 8*A +10.0) 

Issue 1-1-4: MPR rule for PC3
Option 1
Issue 1-1-5: MPR rule for PC1
PC1:
	Waveform Type
	CABW in Rel-16

	
	< 400 MHz
	≥ 400 MHz and < 800 MHz
	≥ 800 MHz and ≤ 1400 MHz
	> 1400 MHz and ≤ 2400 MHz

	DFT-s-OFDM
	Pi/2 BPSK
	≤ 6
	7.7
	8.2
	8.7

	
	QPSK
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	16 QAM
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	64 QAM
	≤ 9.0
	10.7
	11.2
	11.7

	CP-OFDM
	QPSK
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	16 QAM
	≤ 7
	8.7
	9.2
	9.7

	
	64 QAM
	≤ 9.0
	10.7
	11.2
	11.7


Issue 1-2-1: Conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements
Option 1, but want to clarify that IBE includes general IBE, LO leakage and IQ image. If it is agreed, Rel-15 spec need to be revised.
Issue 1-4-1: Special handling of MPR for non-contiguous CA case
This is special handling clarification is for NC UL CA, not for contiguous UL CA. we would like to know, whether the MPR applied with 1CC case can be reused for UL NC CA?


 
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

	R4-2011454
CR to 38.101-2: FR2 NC ULCA feature
	Samsung: most of the changes are agreeable since last meeting, for the new changes as discussed in topic #1, the CR could be updated based on outcome accordingly

	
	Huawei: 1) we provide views on MPR value as above. 2)  NRB_agg_C is changed without Rel-15 revision, it need to be discussed under Rel-15 maintainance. Other change for contiguous UL CA part should also in Rel-15 agenda. 3) for OBW, we want to clarify that, this definition is not applicable when gap bandwidth > BWsubblock1/2+BWsubblock2/2, it makes OBW requirement more stringent. 

	
	

	
	

	
	



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
	Issue 1-1-1: What is the applicable BW to determine MPR
· Option 1: Specify the MPR dependency with UL frequency separation for intra-band UL NC CA.(Huawei preference)
· Option 2: Retain CABW in the CA MPR tables, but update the definition of ‘Cumulative Aggregated BW’ for Rel-16 to ‘frequency band from the lowest edge of the lowest CC to the upper edge of the highest CC of all UL and DL configured CCs in the bidirectional spectrum’ (Intel, Samsung, Nokia, Qualcomm, Huawei compromise, Apple)
· Tentative WF: Option 2. Clarifying that CABW excludes the DL-only spectrum resolves the issue raised in R4-2011478, furthermore if non-contiguous intra-band uplink CA is determined based on
· Outcome of 1st round: Tentative WF confirmed: Option 2)

Issue 1-1-2: Number of uplink sub-block in REL16 specification
· Option 1: Three sub-block (Intel, Samsung, Nokia, Qualcomm, Huawei, Apple)
· Option 2: Some other amount of sub-blocks
· Tentative WF: Option 1 which is three sub-blocks. This is actually also proposed in feature CR R4-2011454 as the configuration having highest number of sub-blocks is CA_n260(3A). This issue can be further clarified in MPR section.
· Outcome of 1st round: Tentative WF confirmed: Option 1

Issue 1-1-3: What is the MPR for 1400 MHz < CABW ≤ 2400 MHz, applies also to contiguous case
· Option 1: Use same MPR as for 800 MHz ≤ CABW ≤ 1400 MHz (Intel, Nokia, Qualcomm, Apple)
· Option 2: Something else (Huawei paper R4-2011478
· Outcome of 1st round: Majority prefers option 1. Make a packet decision together with 1-1-3, 1-1-4 and 1-1-5) start email discussion.
Issue 1-1-4: MPR rule for PC3
· Option 1: MPR = max(MPRNC_CA, -8*A +10.0) and table as in R4-2011478 (Huawei)
· Option 2: MPR = max(MPRNC_CA, -10*A +10.0) and tables as in CR R4-2011454
Qualcomm is ready to discuss but issue is that there is no new data.
· Outcome of 1st round: No clear preference. Make a packet decision together with 1-1-3, 1-1-4 and 1-1-5) start email discussion.

Issue 1-1-5: MPR rule for PC1
· Option 1: MPR = Table as in R4-2011478 (Huawei)
· Option 2: MPR = max(MPRNC_CA, -10*A +  14.4) and tables as in CR R4-2011454
Qualcomm is ready to discuss but issue is that there is no new data.
· Outcome of 1st round: No clear preference. Make a packet decision together with 1-1-3, 1-1-4 and 1-1-5) start email discussion.

Issue 1-2-1: Conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements
· Option 1: To resolve conflict between IBE and SEM/general spurious requirements, introduce clarification: ‘Spectral emission mask (or general spurious, depending on context) requirements do not apply at any frequency where IBE requirements of clause 6.4A.2.3 apply’  (Samsung, Nokia, Qualcomm, Huawei)
· Option 2: Do not make this clarification
· Tentative WF: Option 1
· Outcome of 1st round: Tentative WF confirmed: If clarification from Qualcomm is ok for Huawei.
Huawei want to clarify that IBE includes general IBE, LO leakage and IQ image. If it is agreed, Rel-15 spec need to be revised.
Issue 1-3-1: MPR for 1UL + nDL CA case
· Option 1: Add sentence: In case the CA configuration consists of a single UL CC, requirements from contiguous UL CA apply, with ‘chan. BW’ used as ‘aggregated chan. BW’ into clause 6.2A.2.1 (Samsung, Nokia, Qualcomm)
· Option 2: Do not make this clarification
· Tentative WF: Option 1
· Outcome of 1st round: Tentative WF confirmed: Option 1

Issue 1-4-1: Special handling of MPR for contiguous CA case
· Option 1: make addition as highlighted: In case of a contiguous RB, DFT-s-BPSK or DFT-s-QPSK UL allocation in a single CC of a CA configuration with contiguous CCs, and whose cumulative aggregated BW  400 MHz, MPRWT_C_CA shall be derived instead as MAX(MPR1, MPR2), into clause 6.2A.2.2.1 (Nokia, Qualcomm)
· Option 2: Do not make this clarification
· Tentative WF: Option 1
· Outcome of 1st round: Clarification is needed from Qualcomm
Samsung: It is better to clarify the exact CCs configuration for the special handling case.
Huawei: This is special handling clarification is for NC UL CA, not for contiguous UL CA. we would like to know, whether the MPR applied with 1CC case can be reused for UL NC CA?



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  

	R4-2011454
CR to 38.101-2: FR2 NC ULCA feature
	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”



Topic #2: UE UL power boost when IBE is suspended
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Title
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2011452
	LS on UL power boost mode and IBE relaxation
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	This is a CAT B CR to introduce EIRP increase when IBE is suspended

	R4-2011453
	CR to 38.101-2: FR2 UE EIRP increase with IBE relaxation
	Qualcomm, Nokia, AT&T, T-Mobile, Verizon
	This is a LS to RAN2
2. Summary
To implement the power boost feature, RAN4 has agreed that the UE and gNB need to exchange information listed below:
UE capability: The ability to boost output power in exchange for suspended IBE requirements shall be an optional capability for UEs. This capability is intended to be per band. 
[bookmark: _Hlk21084395]Network signalling: The network shall indicate to the UE when it may ignore, or when it must comply with IBE requirements. We request that the network be able to signal this condition through RRC. 
3. Actions:
RAN4 kindly requests RAN2 to enable implementation of agreements above. 



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: Amount of uplink power boost
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: Amount of uplink power boost
· Proposals
· Option 1: 1 dB
· Option 2: Something else
· Recommended WF
· Tentative WF: Option 1, there are several contributions from various companies showing that 1 dB boost is feasible.
Sub-topic 2-2: Network Control and UE capability
Similarly, as for FR1 UE capability and NW control for this feature would be needed
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: Network Control IE and UE capability
· Proposals
· Option 1: Inform RAN2 that Network Control IE and UE capability is needed for this feature.
· Option 2: Network Control IE and UE capability are not needed
· Recommended WF
· Tentative WF: Option 1 because this is aligned with FR1 PI/2 PBSK power boost
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1-1: Option 1
Issue 2-2: Option 1


	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1-1: Option 1
Issue 2-2: Option 1


	Huawei
	Sub topic 2-1: Can you clarify this power boost only applied on peak direction?
Sub topic 2-2: We prefer option 2, FR1 power boost mechanism do not allow UE to have any degradation on IBE. If one UE is configured with power boost and IBE is not guaranteed, it will have big interference on other users. From network performance perspective, we recommend not to introduce this feature and any mechanism like power boost configuration. It is totally different issue with FR1.


	Apple
	Issue 2-2: Option 1. We recommend to clarify in the LS text that this capability is applicable to UEs in connected mode only, which justifies that the only applicable configuration is via RRC.


 
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

	R4-2011453
CR to 38.101-2: FR2 UE EIRP increase with IBE relaxation


	Huawei: Not agreeable.

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2011452
LS on UL power boost mode and IBE relaxation
	Huawei: Not agreeable. UE capability can be discussed in feature list RAN4, power boost mode is not acceptable. 
Apple: We recommend to clarify in the LS text that this capability is applicable to UEs in connected mode only, which justifies that the only applicable configuration is via RRC.

	
	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#2
	Issue 2-1-1: Amount of uplink power boost
· Option 1: 1 dB (Nokia, Qualcomm)
· Option 2: Something else
· Tentative WF: Option 1, there are several contributions from various companies showing that 1 dB boost is feasible.
· Outcome of 1st round discussion: Huawei question needs to be answered
Huawei: Can you clarify this power boost only applied on peak direction?

Issue 2-2: Network Control IE and UE capability
· Option 1: Inform RAN2 that Network Control IE and UE capability is needed for this feature. (Nokia, Qualcomm)
· Option 2: Network Control IE and UE capability are not needed
· Tentative WF: Option 1
· Outcome of 1st round: Needs more discussion on details from gNB perspective
Huawei: FR1 power boost mechanism do not allow UE to have any degradation on IBE. If one UE is configured with power boost and IBE is not guaranteed, it will have big interference on other users. From network performance perspective, we recommend not to introduce this feature and any mechanism like power boost configuration. It is totally different issue with FR1.
Nokia: there is no interference to other users as feature is under NW control and  NW can use this
Huawei: The solution is to introduce power boost control by RRC signaling, while UE movement and UE number under one cell may change frequently, how could gNB decide to switch on the function or switch off the function?
When gNB observes performance degradation and decides to switch off the function, there would be many other users already effected in uplink performance. This is very practical concern on this function.



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

	R4-2011452
LS on UL power boost mode and IBE relaxation
	TO BE REVISED
	Qualcomm



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  

	R4-2011453
CR to 38.101-2: FR2 UE EIRP
	RETURN TO



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  

	

	

	
	






