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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: 
· BS aspect: Finalizing TR skeleton and additional subclauses for the TR
· UE aspect: Finalizing TR skeleton and their contents for the TR
· Others: Extending FR2 or introducing a new FR; Applicability of FR2 OTA method; Regulatory update
· 2nd round: TBA

Topic #1: BS aspect (12.2.2)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2100383
	CATT
	Observation 1: 2 us can be considered as the transient period requirement as the trade-off of the system performance and implementation efforts.
Observation 2: 120 MHz can be considered as measurement step size for interferer signal step size for 800MHz and 1600MHz for OTA in-band blocking and OTA out-of-band blocking.

	R4-2101183
	Ericsson
	TP to TR 38.808: Addition of technical background for BS in clause 2 and subclause 4.2.5
1. In subclause 4.2.5.1 addition of parameterized array antenna model from [1] is added.
1. In subclause 4.2.5.1 addition of antenna parameter sets for multiple deployment scenarios. A 16x16 URA parameter set is added. 
1. In subclause 4.2.5.2 addition of noise figure characteristics based on published information from [1] is added.
1. In subclause 4.2.6.1.3 addition of ACLR and output power from [1] is added. 
1. In subclause 4.2.5.4, BS requirement overview is added.

	R4-2102007
	Nokia, NSB
	Discussion on the reasonable antenna arrangements for beyond 52.6 GHz taking into the output powers allowed in regulation.
Observation 1: Co-existence study for this frequency range has already been documented in TR 38.803
Observation 2: As co-existence study is already done, justification is needed to start more detailed antenna modelling exercise
Proposal 1: Re-use the generic antenna model from FR2 studies in 38.803, if needed.
Proposal 2: Extract the ACLR and ACS requirements from TR 38.803
Proposal 3: If ACLR value is adjusted compared to current FR2 operating bands, also other related emission requirements, like OBUE and absolute ACLR, should be re-evaluated and adjusted if there is a need. Regulatory requirements need to be respected.

Proposal 4: Agree the TP to 38.808 to complete the BS part of the TR

	R4-2102570
	Huawei
	TP to TR 38.808 on selected BS aspects for 52.6 – 71 GHz including BS architecture, BS classes, and additional examples of BS antenna array

	R4-2101280
	Intel
	Observation 1: Current FR2 transient periods, i.e., 5 uS for UE and 3 uS for BS, will critically impact and degrade on system performance with higher SCS, i.e., 480 kHz and 960 kHz.
Observation 2: A faster transient period is an important parameter for network performance.
Observation 3: For higher SCS in NR for 52.6 – 71 GHz, faster transient period, i.e., 1 uS or even faster, is necessary. 



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: BS antenna arrarys (4.2.5.1)
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the existing TR (no change)
· Option 2: R4-2101183 (Ericsson)
· Option 3: R4-2102007 (Nokia)
· Option 4: R4-2102570 (Huawei)
· Option 5: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments for each TP for TR during the 1st round discussion and try to come up with a consensus after 1st round discussion.

Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2: Noise figure (4.2.5.2)
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the existing TR
· Option 2: Adding a new reference (R4-2101183; Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during 1st round discussion.


Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-3: Output power and ACLR dependency/Coexistence consideration (4.2.5.x) 
· Proposals
· Option 1: R4-2101183 (Ericsson)
· Option 2: R4-2102007 (Nokia)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during 1st round discussion, and trying to come up with a consensus for contents and wording.

Sub-topic 1-4
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-4: BS requirements overview (4.2.5.x) 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the existing TR structure (no BS requirements overview)
· Option 2: R4-2101183 (Ericsson)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during 1st round discussion.

Sub-topic 1-5
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-5: BS architecture (4.2.5.x) 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the existing structure (no BS architecture subclause)
· Option 2: R4-2102570 (Huawei)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during 1st round discussion.

Sub-topic 1-6
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-6: BS classes (4.2.5.x) 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the existing structure (no BS architecture subclause)
· Option 2: R4-2102570 (Huawei)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during 1st round discussion.

Sub-topic 1-7
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-7: BS transient period 
· Proposals
· Option 1: 1 uS (Intel)
· Option 2: 2 uS (CATT)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during 1st round discussion.

Sub-topic 1-8
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-7: BS measurement bandwidth 
· Proposals
· Option 1: CATT (R4-2100383)
· Option 2: Nokia (R4-2102010)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during 1st round discussion.

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

	Ericsson
	 Sub topic 1-1: Its not really an option to select on of the options here. We need to improve the text we have in the TR. In the study it is relevant to give examples of different antenna geometries. At this high frequency range more antenna gain is required for many use cases to compensate for the low power capability at this frequency range. We suggest merging input from Ericsson and Huawei into the current text provided form Nokia to make the text complete. 
Sub topic 1-2: Option 2, This option will give additional information based on publications, which are more recent then the current information from ETSI. The information is a good complement to the information from ETSI.
Sub topic 1-3: Option 1, we cant use the analysis from TR 38.803, since the carrier bandwidth will be much larger here. Therefore, we suggest adding more recent and relevant information in the TR. From that we can see that ACLR will most probably depend on carrier bandwidth. The final decision will be made in the WI.
Sub topic 1-4: Option 2, its only Ericsson that have provided this type of information for this meeting. The intension is to give an overview of the work to be done in the WI phase. 
Sub topic 1-5: We think that AAS will be the architecture to focus on here, hence we should capture the different approaches to consider for AAS BS implementations; analog, digital and hybrid. See TR 38.820, for more input. The current TP from Huawei lacks some essential information on the architecture. We would prefer an updated version with more focus on the architecture aspects and leaving the BS class discussion for the WI. The extension on antenna array configuration we support. 
Sub topic 1-6: As mentioned above, we don’t see the need for the BS class discussion now. In the WI we need to decide on which BS classes that will be relevant for this frequency range. In this TR just refer to what have been done previously does not help us here. The text on addition of femto BS class we don’t see is relevant. With higher frequencies the ISD reduces, we need to understand what type of use-cases that would be relevant for this frequency range. Maybe we can capture some agreements on that.  
Sub topic 1-7: We need a balanced view. The RRM guard period is determined by max(BS and UE) transients where it is the start end slot mask. This means that we cannot decide on BS masks alone. We also have other cases like SRS, SRS/PUCCH and SRS/PUSCH on UE side. 
Sub topic 1-8: Before we decide we need to have the carrier bandwidths and numerology set. To make testing feasible at this frequency range we many need to find solutions, where one option is to extend the measurement bandwidth is very interesting. We think it too early at this stage to decide on specific measurement bandwidth value. But we acknowledge the need to look into it
….
Others:  The structure/skeleton of the TR should be modified to better reflect the RAN4 conclusions in general not just for numerology as it stands on 4.2.7.  See R4-2101561 for skeleton update proposal.

	Huawei
	Sub topic 1-1: we do support the idea to extend the table with more examples of the BS antenna arrays reflecting RF impairments (as opposed to the BS antenna models used in RAN1 studies), to depict potential EIRP ranges for 52-71 deployments. 
For the parametrized antenna model: we would rather not mix it with array examples in table – those two (i.e. array examples and the parametrized model itself) are serving different purpose in the TR. We are not against adding that model to the TR or referring it from other TR, but its purpose needs to be well explained, e.g. it shall be well differentiated from the antenna models used by RAN1 (Annex A). 
Option 5: collect more array examples from proponents, but not to mix those with the parametrized antenna model. 
Sub topic 1-2: most publications referred in R4-2101183 are from 2015, while the latest ETSI TR is dated 2019. Still, we are ok to add more NF data. However, the NF text proposed in R4-2101183 is mostly reused from 7 – 24 GHz TR without modification, which is not ok. 
Sub topic 1-3: TR 38.803 shall be used as the starting point for ACLR derivation in WI as coex was extensively studied for 70GHz proxy. Still, we do not want to preclude updates and refinements to the methodology, e.g. consideration of unlicensed bands may require some study. So we suggest to review the co-existence study assumptions in 38.803 once the WI starts: take option 2 as baseline, and incorporate relevant updates, potentially including some aspects from R4-2101183.
Sub topic 1-4: this was not really discussed. At this stage we prefer option 1. 
Sub topic 1-5: option 2. There seems to be good consensus on the AAS architecture which we shall capture in the TR.
Sub topic 1-6: option 2, This content was provided for two meetings, with no objections last meeting. BS classes is the topic which is related to the indoor/outdoor deployments. This was not the case for FR2, and therefore TR shall at least identify that topic. Revision of the proposal is also possible.
Sub topic 1-7: similar to UE side, we prefer to further study in WI scope. Defining requirements is not the SI scope.
Sub topic 1-8: in general we would support investigating potential testing simplifications by increasing the measurement B, taking FR2 (already increased compared to FR1) values as the starting point. Still concrete proposals are premature at SI stage. 
Others: 

	CATT
	Issue 1-1: BS antenna arrarys (4.2.5.1)
Thanks for providing more inputs but we would like to understand the motivation of this part in TR. Is it the reference for the co-existence simulation or the requirements definition? If it’s for co-existence simulation, one typical configuration may be sufficient. If it’s for the requirements definition, maybe the smallest and largest configurations can be captured in the table. We don’t think it a good way to list all of the possible configurations. We have some clarification questions/comments for the inputs. For R4-2101183, why the Element peak gains are different for the two configurations and we also can’t understand the element loss factor is negative. For R4-2102007, there’s no consensus yet for co-existence simulation. For R4-2102570, thanks for providing the RAN1 background, but we would like to understand how the more inputs will be used in future RAN4 study? So at this stage, before there’s a clear view on the target of this part, we would like to keep the existing TR.
 Issue 1-2: Noise figure (4.2.5.2)
We don’t have strong opinion on it.
Issue 1-3: Output power and ACLR dependency/Coexistence consideration (4.2.5.x) 
This issue is related to issue 3-4, we would like to wait the conclusion of that issue.
Issue 1-4: BS requirements overview (4.2.5.x) 
We provided a similar TP on BS requirements in last meeting in R4-2014401, but the comments from companies were that many FFS exit in the TP. So maybe we can discuss them in WI stage to see the exact requirements and leave the TP as it is.
Issue 1-5: BS architecture (4.2.5.x) 
We also can’t understand the non-AAS architecture in R4-2102570 for such a high frequency and what’s the plan for the requirements discussion if non-AAS architecture is included.
Issue 1-6: BS classes (4.2.5.x) 
We’re not sure if we should make a decision in current stage.
Issue 1-7: BS transient period 
We provided a value for discussion but also understand that it can’t be decided easier.
Issue 1-8: BS measurement bandwidth 
Similar with 1-7, we can discuss more and decide in WI stage.

	ZTE
	Sub topic 1-1:  
prefer to option 1
In the approved TP in the last meeting, the 1st sentence is 
More detailed antenna array modelling may be further considered in work item if needed.
Therefore if necessary, we could further discuss that in WID phase instead of continuing adding new proposals 
Sub topic 1-2:
Fine with option 2.
Sub topic 1-3:  Output power and ACLR dependency/Coexistence consideration (4.2.5.x) 
Fine with general statement in option 1, however when going to channel bandwidth up to 2GHz, we need more discussions on that.
In the option 2, since antenna arrary size for 60GHz is expected to be larger than 16x8, therefore maybe new simulation study might be needed.
Sub topic 1-4: BS requirements overview (4.2.5.x) 
Prefer to keep option 1. The TP should be discussed before instead of proposing TP at the last meeting. Meanwhile we alsodisagree with some observations.
Sub topic 1-5: BS architecture (4.2.5.x) 
Prefer to option 1, similar reasons as mentioned in sub topic 1-1.
Sub topic 1-6: BS classes (4.2.5.x) 
No strong opinions on that , it’s most likely that legacy BS class definition could be reused for 60GHz.
Sub topic 1-7: BS transient period

This should be WID discussion, in addition, BS transient period is just depend on network planning as link budget proposed by companies, its tightly related with hardware implementation like power setting. 
Sub topic 1-8: BS measurement bandwidth
For option 1, this should depend on the channel bandwidth for 60GHz.


	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Sub topic 1-1: We prefer option 3 as it is proposed by us.  
For option 2, we think it is mostly about phase noise related content and should therefore be discussed in [145]. It could be ok to add the antenna model but we not see the need as of now. We see it fine to add 16x16 array as another example, but do not agree with the deletions below the table. 
For option 4 we do not see the necessity to add so many array examples, possibly extending to 16x16 is sufficient. If more examples are desired, smaller array sizes could be considered to highlight example configuration for indoors operation and unlicensed operation. 

Sub topic 1-2: We do not see how RAN4 will use LNA-only noise figures and therefore do not see the value to add this information.

Sub-topic 1-3: We prefer option 2, 
For option 1, When it comes to ACLR, output power and PAE relationships, the general trends are well known, but it would be necessary to highlight that that these graphs are only a single example. The text would need changes as it talks about further investigations in coming meeting, and co-existence simulation considerations may need updates. 
It can be seen from the graphs that the ACLR and output based on these datasets are well aligned with the study in TR 38.803 and antenna array example captured in TR 38.808. 

Sub-topic 1-4: The detailed BS requirement considerations have never been discussed so therefore it is not acceptable to include.

Sub-topic 1-5 and 1-6: For the BS architecture and BS class discussion in R4-2102570 we think it is too early to consider new class for indoor operation as for example local area BS could be re-used or even modified if needed. It is not clear what exactly non-AAS architecture means here. Therefore, at least modifications to the text are needed.

Sub-topic 1-7: This needs further evaluations. The important aspect to agree to improve transients periods both for BS and for UE.

Sub-topic 1-8: Option 2, though naturally regulatory requirements need to be taken into account. The proposal from CATT can be considered further in WI phase.


	QCOM
	Issue 1-1: BS antenna arrarys (4.2.5.1)
We agree with the recommended WF
Issue 1-2: Noise figure (4.2.5.2)
We agree with the recommended WF. We also have a question on the trend line in the Ericsson paper. It does not look like it matches the data. We can further discuss in the meeting.
Issue 1-3: Output power and ACLR dependency/Coexistence consideration (4.2.5.x) 
We agree with the recommended WF. We prefer the form of the 1183 model. 1183 the noise figure we don’t understand how the trend line matches the data. Needs further discussion.
Issue 1-4: BS requirements overview (4.2.5.x) 
Needs further discussion
Issue 1-6: BS classes (4.2.5.x) 
This discussion should occur during the WI.
Issue 1-7: BS transient period 
This needs to be discussed in the context of the network cell deployment
Issue 1-7: BS measurement bandwidth 
The minimum BS channel BW needs to be decided first.

	Intel
	Issue 1-1: BS antenna arrarys (4.2.5.1)
We support option 1 and would be ok to add 16x16 example to the TR for reference.
However, for option 3 and 4, we do not see the necessity to add all of these examples to the TR table.
Issue 1-2: Noise figure (4.2.5.2)
We don’t have a strong view.
Issue 1-3: Output power and ACLR dependency/Coexistence consideration (4.2.5.x) 
Support option 2.
Issue 1-4: BS requirements overview (4.2.5.x) 
Support option 1. The proposed TR is more relevant to WI not SI, and never discussed during SI. 
Issue 1-5: BS architecture (4.2.5.x) 
Support option 1. We are open for further discussion during WI phase.
Issue 1-6: BS classes (4.2.5.x) 
We don’t have a strong view. However, RAN4 had a consensus Wide Area BS class might not be applicable to this frequency range.
Issue 1-7: BS transient period 
We are open for further analysis and discussion during WI. Our motivation was reusing the existing transient period would degrade system performance.
Issue 1-7: BS measurement bandwidth 
No strong view.


 
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

	R4-2102007
	Ericsson: we disagree that RAN4 shall conclude that the beamwidths are similar as for FR2. For this range we have limited power resources, therefore the antenna gain is the way to provide coverage. As a consequence of larger gain, them beams will be narrower. We need to capture some examples on this in the table (provided by Ericsson and Huawei). Regarding coexistence we can’t use input from TR 38.803, since the carrier bandwidths for NR was much narrower. We need additional input for this frequency range before we can decide on ACS and ACLR.

	
	Huawei: 
Arrays: we prefer adding more example arrays to show range of possible EIRP values.
Coex: there was significant effort put into coex studied in TR 38.803. However that TR was done for the NR studies over 3 years ago and 52-71 standpoint may require some re-considerations, i.e. we prefer not to take hard decision on this now. We would suggest to soften the wording and to propose that “TR 38.803 shall be considered as the baseline for ACS/ACLR derivation, while 52-71 GHz WI specifics may require updates which are FFS for WI phase”.

	
	

	R4-2102570
	Ericsson:  We support the work to add mode antenna array configurations. Lets merge with our updates. The section on architectures need to improvements to reflect analog, digital, and hybrid as we did in TR 38.820. The BS classes section needs to better describe the potential use-cases instead of repeating what we did before. For this range we need to actually understand what network we would like to build before defining a lot of BS classes.

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: We do not see the necessity to add so many array examples, possibly extending to 16x16 is sufficient. If more examples are desired, smaller array sizes could be considered to highlight example configuration for indoors operation and unlicensed operation. 
For the BS architecture and BS class discussion in R4-2102570 we think it is too early to consider new class for indoor operation as for example local area BS could be re-used or even modified if needed. It is not clear what exactly non-AAS architecture means here. Therefore, at least modifications to the text are needed.


	
	

	R4-2101183
	Huawei: 
NF part: this text id copy pasted from TR 38.820 and it is missing context (wrong reference, example frequencies, etc.). pre-LNA noise figure of ~1.8 dB also copied from TR on 7-24GHz, but its values is expected to be higher.
ACLR text: Presented results were provided for 400MHz carrier, while further text suggests adjustments for 2GHz carrier – it is suggested to revisit this text once the conclusion is reached in the channel bandwidths. Text shall indicate that the ACLR observations are based on single example prototype and its measurements – this shall not be further used to derive the final requirement. Revision is needed as there is some copy-paste from discussion paper, not fitting TR. 

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: We think this is mostly about phase noise related content and should therefore be discussed in [145]. It could be ok to add the antenna model but we not see the need as of now, it may cause confusion when the array example is modified also. We see it fine to add 16x16 array as another example, but do not agree with the deletions below the table. 
The detailed specification impacts have not been discussed and therefore should not be included.
We do not see how RAN4 will use LNA-only noise figures and therefore do not see the value to add this information.
When it comes to ACLR, output power and PAE relationships, the general trends are well known, but it would be necessary to highlight that that these graphs are only a single example. The text would need changes as it talks about further investigations in coming meeting, and co-existence simulation considerations may need updates.



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#1-1
BS antenna array
	agreements: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
To capture 16x8, 16x16, and 32x32, with the disclaimer that the baseline used in coexistence study needs to be further discussed.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Draft TP for TR (Nokia)

	Sub-topic#1-2
Noise figure
	Tentative agreements: None
Candidate options:
There were comments that the reference given in R4-2101183 is not proper to reflect the current progress. Moderator suggest to Ericsson to convince other companies during the 2nd round discussion. If there is no progress, moderator suggests to take the option 1 (keep the existing TR as-is)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue the discussion in the 2nd round (Ericsson to convince other companies) 

	Sub-topic#1-3
Coexistence
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
Consider TR 38.803 as baseline and update more recent information after reviewing the study assumptions.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
None

	Sub-topic#1-4
BS requirement overview
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
This is first time to bring a paper, and this seems to be a WI topic. Do not to capture this in the TR.
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion in this meeting.

	Sub-topic#1-5
BS architecture
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
To be captured in the TR as a TP that also includes the antenna array aspects. Contents of the TP to be further discussed and agreed in this meeting.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Companies to propose TPs during the 2nd round discussion.

	Sub-topic#1-6
BS class
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
Keep the TR as-is and continue the discussion during WI.
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion in this meeting.

	Sub-topic#1-7
BS transient period
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
Move to part 1 discussion (thread [145])
Recommendations for 2nd round: Follow up in part 1 agenda

	Sub-topci#1-8
BS measurement bandwidth
	Tentative agreement: None
Candidate options:
The discussion tied with SCS and CBW. Considering CBW/SCS decision is pending on RAN1 decision, moderator recommend to continue the discussion during WI.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Companies share the views on the candidate options suggested by the moderator above.



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

	R4-2103256
	TP for BS antenna array
	Nokia

	R4-2103257
	TP for BS architecture
	Huawei

	R4-2103258
	WF on NR 52 – 71 GHz: Part 2
	Intel



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  

	R4-2103256XXX
	Recommend the t-doc to be agreed.Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2103257
	Recommend the t-doc to be agreed.

	R4-2103258
	Recommend the t-doc to be agreed.



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 aspect (12.2.3)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2102010
	Nokia, NSB
	Proposal 1: RAN4 strives to keep UE implementation loss budget reasonably small for NR operation above 52.6 GHz to ensure good UL link budget.
Proposal 2: Extract the ACLR and ACS requirements from TR 38.803
Proposal 3: Consider specifying wider measurement bandwidth than 1 MHz at least for 960 kHz SCS in case regulatory requirements allow it.

Proposal 4: RAN4 shall strive to improve UE transient time for NR operation from 52.6 to 71 GHz
Observation 1: Implementation losses need special attention to guarantee high EIRP output and therefore good UL link budget. 
Observation 2: Co-existence study for this frequency range has already been documented in TR 38.803
Observation 3: Regulations need to be taken into account when measurement bandwidth is considered.
Observation 4: Emissions due to non-linearities are typically much wider than the common 1 MHz measurement bandwidth and increasing MBW appears practical especially for wide subcarrier spacings, like 960 kHz.

	R4-2102681
	Ericsson
	TP for TR has been proposed
· Sub-clause 4.2.6.1: Summary of PA aspects and dependencies.
· Sub-clause 4.2.6.2: Noise Figure (NF) aspects for UE
· [bookmark: _Hlk61553587]Sub-clause 4.2.6.3 : RF related UE timing aspects

	R4-2102862
	Qualcomm
	TP for TR has been proposed
· Sub-clause 4.2.6.x: UE power amplifiers
· Sub-clause 4.2.6.x: UE antenna anrray



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: UE power amplifier 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Ericsson (R4-2102681)
· Option 2: Qualcomm (R4-2102862)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during the 1st round.

Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: UE antenna array 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Nokia (R4-2102010)
· Option 2: Qualcomm (R4-2102862)
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during the 1st round.

Issue 2-3: UE noise figure 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Ericsson (R4-2102681)
· Option 2: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during the 1st round.

Issue 2-4: UE ACS and ACLR 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Nokia (R4-2102010)
· Option 2: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during the 1st round.

Issue 2-5: UE measurement bandwidth
· Proposals
· Option 1: > 1 MHz for 960 kHz SCS – Nokia (R4-2102010)
· Option 2: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during the 1st round.

Issue 2-6: UE transient period
· Proposals
· Option 1: Improved transient period – Nokia (R4-2102010)
· Option 2: Further evaluation on impact of blanking symbol in some use cases, i.e., the consecutive SRS time mask in case of consecutive power change and PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS time mask in FR2  – Ericsson (R4-2102681)
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and/or comments during the 1st round.

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

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 2-1: Option 1
Sub topic 2-2: Option 3: We need to find UE antenna parameters that can be plugged into the model. Since the frequency is larger compared to FR2, it would be reasonable to assume more antenna elements to be used to get sufficing coverage. Large bandwidths will give beam squint and other distortions, but does it really matter for the system performance as long as the power is radiated. The frequency range considered is 52 to 71 GHz, not 57 GHz. We should not at this stage indicate specific bands. 
Sub topic 2-3: Option 1
Sub topic 2-4: Option 2. Co-existence simulation for this specific frequency range is needed. We have much larger carrier bandwidth and cannot relay on conclusion done for NR in TR 38.803.
Sub topic 2-5: Option 2: We can discussion this matter when the numerology discussion is settled. 
Sub topic 2-6: We need a balanced view. The RRM guard period is determined by max(BS and UE) transients where it is the start end slot mask. This means that we cannot decide on BS masks alone. We also have other cases like SRS, SRS/PUCCH and SRS/PUSCH on UE side. 

***Update 2021-01-27 ****
Issue 2-1: UE power amplifier:
Ericsson paper in (R4-2102681) does not include any specific TP for PA input, mistake from our side. Option 1 is hence N/A.
Issue 2-3: UE noise figure:
Ericsson paper in (R4-2102681) does not include any specific TP for UE noise figure, mistake from our side. Option 1 is hence N/A.
Others:

	Huawei
	Issue 2-2: UE antenna array 
For option2, why only frequency range 57-71GHz is considered? 
FRX description should follow outcome of corresponding discussion.
Considering it is the first time on beam squint data, more input is needed before the TR captures the specific pointing error.
Issue 2-4: UE ACS and ACLR 
Follow current TR 38.803 for 70GHz. For large CBW, e.g. >1GHz, new coexistence study may be needed.
Issue 2-6: UE transient period
We prefer to further study in WI scope. It highly relates to UL PC discussion in part 1.


	ZTE
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Fine with Option 2 and option 1 is not related with UE amplifier and it’s better to be captured in sub topic 2-3.
Sub topic 2-2:
Fine with option 2.
Sub topic 2-3:
Fine with that from consideration of impact of UE transition time on UE UL mask definition.
Sub topic 2-4:  UE ACS and ACLR 
Similar as BS side, since antenna array assumption for BS side is too small which is agreed by lots of companies, then we might need some further evaluation on new configurations.
Sub topic 2-5: UE measurement bandwidth
Understand the option 1 to reduce the testing burden, however this also should reply on the regulatory requirements or system coexisting in other frequency range. 
Sub topic 2-6: UE transient period
Similar as BS side, fine to further study that transient period, however this should be WID work.

	Xiaomi
		Issue 2-2: UE antenna array
For the beam squint issue, we believe this is a good point since with the increase of the frequency, this issue will be more and more severe. Further with the larger max bandwidth considered, there will be potential beam management issue occur and they can be discussed further.
Issue 2-4: UE ACS and ACLR 
Prefer option 2 to check the influence of larger bandwidth as only 200MHz is considered before.
Issue 2-5: UE measurement bandwidth
We believe larger measurement bandwidth can be considered with larger SCS and channel bandwidth. However, as this is conformance testing issue we think it can be left to WI phase.
Issue 2-6: UE transient period
We agree that with larger SCS, the 5 us transient time should be reconsidered however this specific requirement is better to be further determined in WI phase.




	
	Sub topic 2-1: We slightly prefer the PA section in option 2, though it would be necessary to highlight for above 50 GHz Pas that what is the maximum frequency considered, as otherwise the data may give too pessimistic overlook. 
Option 1 is not applicable as the TP is not on top of latest version of TR and timing discussion overlaps with discussion in thread [145]. The UE power amplifier section included in the TP without change marks seems to include content on channel bandwidths and co-existence simulations which have not been agreed.
Overall, merging some content from option 1 to option 2 might be considered.
Sub topic 2-2:
We prefer option 1. 
The pointing error analysis in option 2 raises many comments. Firstly, pointing error should be looked at relative to the beamwidth to understand the significance. Secondly, while analog phase shifter step sizes cannot be freely adapted, it is not necessary to apply the same shifter settings throughout the whole frequency range. This could reduce the errors significantly. Thirdly, it seems possible real issues with the pointing error could realize only with extremely wide carrier aggregation configurations, where signal would be present both near the top and bottom ends of the band, and even in this case, there is no justification how this would impact on beam configuration timelines. Therefore, more analysis is needed before agreeing this TP.

Sub topic 2-3: The TP is not provided on top of current version of the TR. It would be more suitable to just state typical 10 dB noise figure in the relevant section than refer to another section.

Sub topic 2-4: We prefer option 1 as it is our proposal

Sub topic 2-5: We prefer option 1 as it is our proposal. One important aspect around option 1 is that naturally regulatory requirements need to be respected.

Sub topic 2-6: We prefer option 1. It would be beneficial to discuss the SRS and PUSCH-PUCCH aspects in single thread, not spread to both [145] and [146]


	QCOM
	Sub topic 2-1: Option 2 
Sub topic 2-2: Option 2
Sub topic 2-3: R4-2102681 the reference for noise figure is not the official TR and the change marks in the tdoc are not there. Further discuss.
Sub topic 2-4: We have larger BWs and significantly different antenna gains. Further discuss.
Sub topic 2-5: Further discuss. The proposal says consider based on regulatory. We have to evaluate this along with regulatory which has not been done. This is for future.
Sub topic 2-6: An important topic for discussion which should be continued into the WID> 


	Intel
	Issue 2-1: UE power amplifier 
Option 2 only covers 52.6 – 71 GHz range and we think this should be extended from lower frequency range to see macro trends. We are okay with option 2 as a baseline.
Issue 2-2: UE antenna array 
We are okay to add the content provided in option 2
Issue 2-4: UE ACS and ACLR 
Prefer option 1. The existing TR 38.803 could be reused for 60 GHz and certain CBW overlapped with FR2 and could be a baseline for larger CBW. 
Issue 2-6: UE transient period
We share the same view as option 1. In our paper (R4-2101280) also showed the motivation having an improved transient period. While we also understand decision will be made during WI, it is important to capture issue and potential implications in the TR.

	Apple
	Sub topic 2-2: UE antenna array
As the antenna array becomes larger and the beamwidth becomes narrower, the beam pointing error becomes larger. And as the frequency becomes higher, the tolerance of the active antenna components increases. Nevertheless, more RAN4 studies/input are needed to quantify negative impact and mitigation techniques; these discussions can be deferred to the WI phase. 

Sub topic 2-6: UE transient period
We prefer discussing this topic during the WI phase.


 
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

	R4-2102862
	Ericsson:  Its not clear what frequency is referred to for PAE. A specific band is indicated for antenna aspects, which should not be the case here in the SI. A revision is needed.

	
	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
UE power amplifier
	Tentative agreements:
Take Option 2: Qualcomm (R4-2102862)Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Companies to share the views on the tentative agreements suggested by the moderator in case of different view.

	Sub-topic#2
UE antenna array
	Tentative agreement: None
Candidate options: 
Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue the discussion during the 2nd round. In the meantime, moderator suggests to Chairman to treat this issue during 2nd round GTW.

	Sub-topic#3
UE noise figure
	Tentative agreement: None
Candidate options: 
Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue the discussion during the 2nd round whether UE noise figure sub-clause needs to be captured in the TR. Companies are encouraged to share the views.

	Sub-topci#4
Coexistence
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
Consider TR 38.803 as baseline and update more recent information after reviewing the study assumptions. (from BS aspect)
Recommendations for 2nd round:None

	Sub topic#5
UE MBW
	Tentative agreement: None
Candidate options:
The discussion tied with SCS and CBW. Considering CBW/SCS decision is pending on RAN1 decision, moderator recommend to continue the discussion during WI.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Companies share the views on the candidate options suggested by the moderator above.

	Sub-topic#6
UE transient period
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
Move to part 1 discussion (thread [145])
Recommendations for 2nd round: Follow up in part 1 agenda



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

	R4-2103356#1
	TP to TR 38.808 for UE aspects
	Intel





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  

	R4-2103356XXX
	Recommend Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”the t-doc to be agreed.



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: Others (12.2.4)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2100384
	CATT
	Proposal: RAN4 should decide how to handle the co-existence simulation for 52.6-71 GHz as soon as possible in order to further discuss the related requirements.
Observation 1: The 70GHz carrier frequency assumption in R15 NR co-existence simulation is applicable for 52.6-71GHz study, 60 GHz can also be considered as an extra choice.
Observation 2: Large CBW assumption for above 52.6 GHz may have some impact to the co-existence simulation.
Observation 3: Antenna element gain, antenna element radiation pattern and ceiling mount scenario may need to be discussed for 52.6-71 GHz. It’s not easy to say if the simulation results will change a lot with new antenna model assumption.
Observation 4: The BS/UE output power assumption in TR 38.803 is more optimistic than the real capability. New approach such as EIRP assumption in TR 38.808 may be more appropriate. It’s hard to estimate the impact to the simulation results.
Observation 5: Noise figure assumption in TR 38.803 can be reused for co-existence simulation for 52.6-71GHz.


	
	
	

	R4-2100521
	Apple
	CR on R4-2100520

	R4-2100531
	Apple
	Proposal 1:	Include NR 52.6-71GHz UE OTA test methods objectives in the scope of Rel-17 NR FR2 Test Methods Enhancements SI (FS_FR2_enhTestMethods).
Observation 1:	Preliminary RF core agreements on regulatory, RF performance, and CA aspects related to NR operation in the 52.6 – 71 GHz frequency range are needed in order to define the scope of test methodology development for this frequency range.
Observation 2:	The task of defining the test methodology for the 52.6 – 71 GHz frequency range can leverage existing RAN4 experience with FR2 test methodology extension from 43.5 to 48.2 GHz as well as enhancements related to low PSD test cases, polarization mismatch, and CA aspects.

	R4-2100911
	Samsung
	Observation 1: 52.6-71GHz is still within MM Wave range. 
Observation 2: the original Frequency Range 2 considered in NR SI is up to 100GHz of which OTA is recognized as only suitable verification method.  
Observation 3: That would be penalty to define new frequency range as:
· At least two UE RF sub-specification will be created if new frequency range defined. 
· Otherwise, for those specifications which take sub-specification of 38.101-2 and 38.101-3 as reference update may needed. 
Our view is that FR2 should be extended to incorporate 52.6-71GHz and fragment on MMW should be avoided if possible.

	R4-2101833
	vivo
	Proposal 1: RAN4 should start the testability discussion for 52.6–71GHz frequency range when the core requirement discussion has been started.
Observation 1: the enhanced test methods developed in TR38.884 are not applicable to FR2 frequency range above 52.6 GHz.

	R4-2101956
	ZTE
	Proposal : to define FR3 for 52.6-71GHz; 
Observation 1: minimum and maximum SCS and BW, channel raster, channel spacing and sync raster of 52.6-71GHz would be different from that of legacy FR2. 
Observation 2: lot of BS RF requirements in legacy FR2 would be different from that for 52.6-71GHz.
Observation 3: BS demod requirements for 52.6-71GHz would be different from that of legacy FR2.
Observation 4: lot of UERF requirements in legacy FR2 would be different from that for 52.6-71GHz.
Observation 5: The impact of introducing new frequency range on RRM is mainly on test cases.
Observation 6: UE demod requirements for 52.6-71GHz would be different from that of legacy FR2.


	R4-2102043
	Ericsson
	TP for TR 38.808: Spectrum allocation within 52.6 – 71 GHz range

	R4-2102571
	Huawei
	Proposal 1: RAN4 specification impact analysis was performed for the NR operation introduction in 52.6 – 71 GHz range. Based on the comparison of the additional workload and specifications complexity for both cases (i.e. FR2 extension and FR3 introduction) it is suggested by RAN4 to extend the FR2 frequency range up to 71 GHz (i.e. FR2 to become 24 – 71 GHz range). 
Proposal 2: other RAN working groups (RAN1-5) are encouraged to provide TSG RAN with similar workload and specification impacts analyses. Related LS may be considered. 

	R4-2102866
	Qualcomm
	UE FR2 specification should be used to capture the 60 GHz requirements

	R4-2100364
	CATT
	Proposal 1: RAN4 decides FR2 extension or FR3 for above 52.6 GHz when the requirements differences for RF and RRM are clearer.



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: Where to capture 52.6 – 71 GHz requirements, i.e., extend FR2 or introduce a new FR? This issue also related to sub-topic 3-2 testability where the existing FR2 OTA could be applicable to 52.6 – 71 GHz, or not.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1: Where to capture in the spec?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Extend the frequency range of FR2 (Huawei, Qualcomm, Samsung)
· Option 2: Introduce a new frequency range (ZTE)
· Option 3: Defer RAN4 decision until specs are clearer. (no recommendation to plenary) (CATT)
· Option 4: Others
· Recommended WF
Based on the approved WID (RP-202925), it was captured as a note that “Note 5: RAN plenary will decide whether new FR (e.g. FR3) shall be defined for the frequency range from 52.6GHz-71GHz or the existing FR2 shall be extended to cover frequency range from 52.6GHz-71GHz.”. Based on this, moderator understand this is not RAN4 decision and suggests not to spend much time during this RAN4 meeting as it is eventually plenary decision. Moderator will treat this issue as a lower priority.
· 

Sub-topic 3-2
Sub-topic description: Whether the existing FR2 OTA method can be applicable to 52.6 – 71 GHz? This issue also related to sub-topic 3-1 where to capture the requirements in the spec, i.e., extend FR2 or introduce a new FR>
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-2: Testability aspect
· Proposals
· Option 1: Existing FR2 OTA method can be reused for 52.6 – 71 GHz (Apple)
· Option 2: Existing FR2 OTA method is not applicable to 52.6 – 71 GHz (vivo)
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and comments during 1st round.


Sub-topic 3-3
Sub-topic description: Due to recent discussions on 52.6 – 71 GHz, there have been proposals to capture the progresses. One of the discussion points are where to capture, i.e., TR 38.807 or 808?
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-3: Regulatory update
· Proposals
· Option 1: R4-2100521 (Apple; capture in TR 38.807)
· Option 2: R4-2102043 (Ericsson; capture in TR 38.808)
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and comments during 1st round.


Sub-topic 3-4
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-4: Coexistence simulation
· Proposals
· Option 1: should decide how to handle the co-existence simulation for 52.6-71 GHz as soon as possible (CATT; R4-2100384)
· Option 2: Others
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share views and comments during 1st round.


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

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 3-1: A combination of option 1 and option 3 is probably the best forward now. At this point in time we a have a slight preference to extend FR2. But as many companies responded we should probably decide when the requirement status is clearer. 
Sub topic 3-2: In principle it reasonable to assume that current test methods can be used for the frequency range 52 to 71 GHz. However, some modifications and adaptations may be required. E.g. the test equipment used must support the frequency of interest, meaning that other chambers may be needed.
Sub topic 3-3: WRC-19 identified the 66-71 GHz range as IMT band, this has triggered discussions and studies in different regions/countries. The discussions are still ongoing. Thus, we do not support introduction of intermediate conclusions in none of the TRs. We prefer just capturing WRC-19 output as proposed in option 2. The detailed situation of different regions can be updated/added after the regulations are in place.
Sub topic 3-4: We need to consider larger carrier bandwidth and other parameters when we define the coexistence scope. 

….
Others:

	Huawei
	Issue 3-1: Option 1. Option 3 is suggested not to be considered as the latest WID mentions that it is RAN to decide on this. The aim is to provide more analyses towards RAN before they decide (possibly considering LS to RAN to inform about pros and cons of both options). 
Issue 3-2: Technically, we don’t see much difference between FR2 test method and >52.6GHz. Methods to solve High DL and low UL issue, and NFTF, etc. to facilitate high frequency measurement is under discussion in FR2 enhanced SI, we think the method can also apply to >52.6GHz. Further test issues for >52.6GHz could be left to RAN5. However, whether new discussion is needed depends on decision of RAN plenary.
Issue 3-3: Content of R4-2100521 is more complete, but it is suggested to double-check with RAN secretary if such CR is allowed (TR 38.807 was RAN led study). If yes (I doubt that), 38.808 could simply refer that that updated TR 38.807. If no, reuse the updated content of 38.807 as new section/annex in 38.808, further capturing statement on the ongoing regulatory work. 
Please note that the TR 38.808 includes section 5.1 (Identification of regulatory aspects for consideration). 
If no consensus reached in the TR to park it, just defer it to the WI when RAN 4 will make use of it.
Issue 3-4: this topic is related to issue 1-3. No need to take concrete decisions in SI.

	CATT
	Issue 3-1: Where to capture in the spec?
Option 3 is from our side. The reason is not that it should be RAN plenary decision but RAN4 can’t decide it especially the RRM and DEMOD requirements haven’t been discussed yet. And our preliminary analysis is that RRM views may conflict with RF views. RAN4 may not provide a clear response to RAN without knowing what’s the requirements difference. So we think option 3 is a proper way for RAN4 current stage.
Issue 3-2: Testability aspect
Our current understanding is that the methodology is very similar with current FR2. We’re also open to see TE vendors’ views.
Issue 3-4: Coexistence simulation
There were proposals in RAN4 that R15 NR simulation can be reused. But we saw some differences in 52.6-71 GHz and would think simulation may be needed.

	ZTE
	Sub topic 3-1: 
Agree with moderator’s summary, this contribution is only informative in RAN4 and exchange the initial views on that. 
Sub topic 3-4:
Agree with that option 1 as larger antenna array size could be expected and proposed for 60GHz already.


	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Sub topic 3-1: We agree with the recommended WF, this is RAN decision.
Sub-topic 3-3: We prefer the text proposal from Ericsson, though to our understanding RAN agreed that this should be captured in 38.807. 
The text from Apple does not accurately capture the status in Europe, as after the referenced ECC WGFM meeting multiple administration made a common statement to ECC plenary on further needs on technical studies. As such, the situation is still developing and there has been no outcome on the regulatory process in Europe yet. The TP from Apple would therefore require significant updates to capture to current status accurately, and as the situation has not stabilized, further revisions would still be needed. On the other hand, the TP from Ericsson captures clearly agreed status from WRC.

Sub-topic 3-4: We agree that a decision is needed whether co-existence evaluations from TR 38.803 are re-used, or whether there is a need to run new simulations.


	vivo
	Issue 3-2 testability issue: current FR2 test methods just cover the frequency range up to 43GHz. N262 testability (47GHz) is still under discussion without confirmation. We believe further extending applicability of these test methods to 71GHz needs further study (dynamic range, preliminary MU assessment, supported test cases…), and this should be done in parallel with defining core requirement. RAN4’s high-level views on how to handle this testability issue should be captured.

	Samsung
	Sub topic 3-1: our preference has already captured as option 1 in moderator summary. As clarified in our contribution we also agree this is RAN-P decision. But it’s preferred working group level view if can be achieved can be submitted for RAN-P consideration. If companies’ view cannot be converged to a possible consensus, we are fine with moderator suggestion to put this as 2nd priority.  

	QCOM
	Issue 3-1: Where to capture in the spec?
We should try to come up with an agreement from RAN4 WG and give plenary a recommendation.
Issue 3-2: Testability aspect
Testability discussion can continue. Our view the 60 GHz work to proceed without modifying the enh methods WI.
Issue 3-3: Regulatory update
We agree with the proposed WF
Issue 3-4: Coexistence simulation
We agree with the proposed WF.

	Intel
	Issue 3-1: Where to capture in the spec?
We prefer option 1.
Issue 3-2: Testability aspect
We have a similar view as vivo. We may use the current FR2 OTA method as baseline, but given that the frequency now extends to 71 GHz, further studies are needed.
Issue 3-3: Regulatory update
From procedure perspective, this SI (TR 38.808) doesn’t require regulatory update (out of SI scope) and we believe TR 38.807 is the right place to capture this which is plenary-led SI.  Considering technical maturity, we think the TP from Ericsson (T4-2102043) is more solid. 
We are okay with the content with Ericsson TP and capture in TR 38.807 (not 808).

	Apple
	Sub-topic 3-1: Where to capture 60GHz in the spec?
It is the RAN plenary decision. We are not dissuading companies from expressing views on this matter, but this decision is not the outcome of this SI. We prefer the moderator’s recommendation to treat this topic at a lower priority.

Sub-topic 3-2: Testability aspects
Option 1. As explained in our paper, we can see a potential for reusing existing FR2 test methods and 60GHz and thus FR2 OTA study item scope can be updated.

Sub-topic 3-3: Regulatory update
Based on the feedback from the companies, there are two major questions: what to capture and where. 
As for "what", both Ericsson and Apple TPs have the outcome of the WRC19, so we are aligned here. The additional pieces of information in the Apple TP are additional factual things: existing regulatory decisions from Canada and Australia, as well as excerpts from approved documents (EU) 2019/1345 and ERC Recommendation 70-03 made by CEPT/EC. We are aware of the fact that there are ongoing regulatory discussions in different regions. Once new decisions are made, the corresponding information will be reflected in the TR. In fact, we follow the existing working procedure of capturing regulatory status update similar to what we already have for the 6GHz TR 37.890.
@Nokia: We referenced approved documents (EU) 2019/1345 and ERC Recommendation 70-03, formal approval status of which hopefully nobody disputes. As for "multiple administrations made a common statement to ECC plenary on further needs on technical studies”, you apparently refer to 3 administrations out of 48 CEPT administrations, as one can see from the corresponding ECC WG FM minutes notes, 19-21 October 2020. We can capture of course the fact that 3 administrations are asking for more studies, while 45 administrations are fine and "raised concerns that this input was re-opening issues already decided in last ECC meeting". However, we prefer to concentrate on factual things just referring to what CEPT/EC has already approved. 

As for "where", this issue was raised during the last RAN plenary meeting and it was confirmed by RAN that we can update TR 38.807. Capturing this information in TR 38.808 is another option, but it would result in duplicated information and outdated TR 38.807.   




 
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

	R4-2100521
	Ericsson: In some region there are discussion ongoing. We should wait and capture the outcome in TR 38.808, since the intension is to capture relevant regulatory information from this SI in 808, instead of the 807 used for the previous SI. 

	
	Apple: For those regions where the discussions are still going on, we abstained from changing existing TR 38.807. We added information for Canada, Australia and CEPT/EU based on the existing approved regulatory documents.

	
	

	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#3-1
FR2 vs. new FR
	Tentative agreements:
In the approved WID (RP-202925), it was captured as a note that “Note 5: RAN plenary will decide whether new FR (e.g. FR3) shall be defined for the frequency range from 52.6GHz-71GHz or the existing FR2 shall be extended to cover frequency range from 52.6GHz-71GHz.”. Based on this, moderator understand this is not RAN4 decision and suggests not to spend much time during this RAN4 meeting as it is eventually plenary decision.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:If time allowed, this topic will be discussed during 2nd round GTW with lower priority.

	Sub-topic#3-2
Testability aspect
	Tentative agreements:
Take FR2 OTA method as baseline, and RAN4 further identifies differences compared to FR2.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Companies are encourages to share the views during 2nd round. In the meantime, moderator suggest Chair to treat the topic during 2nd round GTW. Input from TE vendors are encouraged.

	Sub-topic#3-3
Regulatory update
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options: 
It was discussed during last plenary and Plenary chair guided as follow (Meeting report on RP-202762; copied below). Therefore, it should be TR 38.807 (not 808).
====Copy from the note ===
Apple: What about update of regulatory status?
RAN chair: could be a CR to the already approved RAN led TR
====End of copy===
Recommendations for 2nd round: Companies to share the views with focus on the TP contents during the 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#3-4
Coexistence
	Agreement: (GTW on Jan. 28th)
Consider TR 38.803 as baseline and update more recent information after reviewing the study assumptions. (from BS aspect)
Recommendations for 2nd round:None



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)
For the topic #3-2, testability aspect, the tentative agreement was suggested by the moderator and no additional comment was received. This can be agreeable and captured in the WF (R4-2103258).
For the topic #3-3, regulatory update, it seems that there is a gap which contents is being captured in TR 38.807, and was not able to reach a consensus during the meeting. The moderator still suggests to take offline discussion to come up with an agreeable content among interested companies and bring it to the upcoming plenary.
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”



