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Introduction
UE RF core requirement for NR band n262 is discussed in this email discussion thread.
•	Topic #1: Peak EIRP and EIRP spherical coverage for UE power class 1, 2, and 4
•	Topic #2: REFSENS and EIS spherical coverage for UE power class 1, 2, and 4
•	Topic #3: Side conditions for Beam correspondence
•	Topic #4: Draft CR for UE RF and draft TR 38.847

Topic #1: Peak EIRP and EIRP spherical coverage for UE power class 1, 2, and 4
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2104492
Power class specific parameters for n262
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	
	n262
	Power class

	
	PC1
	PC2
	PC4

	Min. peak EIRP (dBm) 
	33.6
	22.6
	29.6

	REFSENS (dBm), 50 MHz, -1 dB SNR
	-92.0
	-86.5
	-91.5

	[bookmark: _Hlk67583312]Performance degradation to spherical coverage %ile point (dB)
	8.0
	11.0
	12.0




	R4-2104516
Discussion on EIRP for PC1,PC2 and PC4
	vivo
	Proposal 1: For PC1, PC2 and PC4, n262 adopt the same percentile value, to ensure the consistent with the single percentile point assigned per power class.

Proposal 2: Select the requirements at band n257/258/261 for each power class as the reference, adopt the same gain drop of n262 at PC3, to derive the EIRP and spherical requirements for PC1, PC2 and PC4.

Proposal 3: For PC1, PC2 and PC4, min peak EIRP and EIRP spherical coverage requirements for n262 are derived assuming 6.4 dB and 8.6dB degradation, respectively, from n257/258/n261. The final values are listed in the table above.


	R4-2104695
Peak EIRP and EIRP spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, PC4 for n262
	Sony, Ericsson
	Observation 1	A dual-polarized antenna structure with PA for each polarization was assumed when defining the peak EIRP for bands n257  n261.
Observation 2	FWA devices (PC1) and vehicle mounted equipment (PC2) are assumed to have less volume constraints and thus, Multi Band Relaxation (MBR) should be significantly less than for PC3. 
Observation 3	For high power non-handheld UE (PC4), MBR should not be more than for PC3.
Observation 4	The spherical coverage performance (delta between peak and specified percentile of EIRP) depends on many factors, and it cannot be concluded that the n262 band must be worse than, e.g., n260 in terms of spherical coverage.
Observation 5	The gain drop (delta between peak and specified percentile of EIRP) for band n262 could be no worse than 0.5dB (PC1) to 1dB (PC2) compared to band n258.
Proposal 1	For PC1, PC2 and PC4: n262 reuses maximum peak EIRP and maximum TRP from band n258.
Proposal 2	Companies shall provide the reference RF architecture they assumed when deriving the peak EIRP link budget.
Proposal 3	According to our estimate minimum peak EIRP, n262, shall be:
PC1 35 dBm, 
PC2 24dBm,
PC4 29dBm.


	R4-2104712
EIRP requirements for n262 UE power class 1, 2, and 4
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal 1: Minimum peak EIRP and EIRP spherical coverage requirements for n262 UE power class 1, 2, and 4 are derived assuming 6 dB degradation from n257.  




Open issues summary
The proposed minimum peak EIRP are listed. 
EIRP spherical coverage is calculated from the proposed gain drop in each contribution. 
· Sony and Ericsson paper provides the upper bound of the gain drop for PC1 and PC2.
	  power class
	 EIRP
	Proposals for n262 [dBm]
	
	Average [dBm]

	
	
	Qualcomm
	Vivo
	Sony, Ericsson
	Nokia
	AppleIntel
R4-2102906
RAN4#98
	

	PC1
	min peak
	33.6
	33.6
	35
	34
	29.5
	33.1

	PC1
	spherical
	25.6
	23.4
	> 26.5
	26
	
	> 25.4

	PC2
	min peak
	22.6
	22.6
	24
	23
	
	23.1

	PC2
	spherical
	11.6
	9.4
	> 12
	12
	
	> 11.3

	PC4
	min peak
	29.6
	27.6
	29
	28
	
	28.6

	PC4
	spherical
	17.6
	16.4
	unavailable
	19
	
	17.7



Sub-topic 1-1 Minimum Peak EIRP for PC1, PC2, and PC4
Issue 1-1: Is the average of the proposed peak EIRP for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
For Option 2, please provide your counter proposal.

Sub-topic 1-2 EIRP spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, and PC4
Issue 1-2: Is the average of the proposed EIRP spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable? 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
For Option 2, please provide your counter proposal.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 1-1 : Is the average of the proposed peak EIRP for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
XXX
	We don’t have strong view on using average method. However, we’d like to wait for one more meeting (RAN4#99-e) to collect more companies’ evaluation and conclude the discussion, as the WF discussion in RAN4#98-e GTW.

	Qualcomm
	PC2/4: Option 1

PC1: Option 2: Averaging is ok, but the one outlier proposal (from R4-2102906) is based on a 16-element array assumption. There is no physical limitation that prevents arrays bigger than 16 – indeed the 16e array is closer to a PC5 device if it were to be standardized for n262. We think proposals used in averaging should be lower bounded by 33.6 dBm because it is a conservative estimate of PC1 capability in n262, based on body of existing work. 33.6 dBm is derived from 40 dBm expectation in n258 and 6.4 dB reduction in PC3 peak EIRP requirement between n258 and n262. The 33.6 dBm lower bound is pessimistic because according to a good observation in R4-2102906 ‘Compared to PC3, PC1 has a larger form-factor which allows room for more antenna elements. Furthermore, the integration losses are somewhat reduced because of the larger size’.
There are 2 options to move forward with averaging while taking this lower bound into account:
1. Force the lower bound on all peak EIRP proposals prior to averaging.
2. Scale the 16e 29.5 dBm proposal by 6 dB (to 35.5 dBm) assuming a doubling of elements. Proponent input is requested.

	Samsung
	We are fine to have the mean value, Option 1, for peak EIRP. But if it is not concluded, having one more meeting is also a good option for further evaluation.

	Sony
	Option 1: Averaging is OK however, averaging over mW is the more correct way in this case since the estimation is a deviation (loss) from the ideal case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We have clarification question:
What is the assumption on simultaneous active panel number for PC1/2/4 evaluation?
And for PC4, the average value seems relative higher compared with PC1/2/3, we would like to have one more meeting round on PC4 evaluation.

	Ericsson
	Averaging can be acceptable but the values from joint contributions should be counted two times. It’s also ok to wait for one more meeting to have more evaluations.

	vivo
	We are OK with the averaging approach to derive final requirements.

	Intel
	Issue 1-1: Is the average of the proposed peak EIRP for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
Yes, the min peak EIRP averages are acceptable. If needed, we are also ok to further discuss. 

Regarding PC1, the average should take all proposed values into account. Furthermore, we are not ok to have our 29.5dBm value be scaled by 6dB. Integration is easier given the larger UE size, but doubling the number of antenna elements also has implications in increasing the size of the feed-network and losses associated with it.
A min peak EIRP value of 33.6dBm is also acceptable to us. Therefore, for the min peak EIRP of PC1 we are ok to use either one of the options below:
· overall average (33.1dBm)
33.6dBm

	Nokia
	For Huawei, PC4 assumption can be found in TR 38.817-01.
We are ok with Ericsson and Sony comments. 


 
Sub topic 1-2 : Is the average of the proposed EIRP spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
XXX
	We don’t have strong view on using average method. However, we’d like to wait for one more meeting (RAN4#99-e) to collect more companies’ evaluation and conclude the discussion, as the WF discussion in RAN4#98-e GTW.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2: We do not think a separate averaging is necessary. The spherical coverage EIRP can be tied to what ever RAN4 decides for peak EIRP requirement and retaining established spherical coverage degradation in the standard. For example, an 8 dB degradation at 85th%ile point for PC1.
In case of PC4, there does not seem to be convergence yet on what the gain drop should be: we draw attention to the fact that the closest band that is specified (n260) has a 12 dB gain drop at the spherical coverage specification point. There is also the prospect of repurposing this PC for FR2 HST, so for now we think consistency with existing work would be useful.
	Gain drop (dB)
	PC1
	PC4

	
	@85th %ile
	@20th %ile

	Band
	n257
	8.0
	9.0

	
	n258
	8.0
	9.0

	
	n259
	 
	 

	
	n260
	8.0
	12.0

	
	n261
	8.0
	9.0

	
	n262
	 
	 

	
	n262 - Proposed
	8.0
	12.0




	Samsung
	We agree to the averaging as we did for other parameters. However, the discussion should be focused on the gain drop rather than the requirement itself since it does not make sense to have the agreement on spherical coverage before the peak value. As Qualcomm mentioned, considering the previous gain drops is good option as an example for future discussion on the spherical coverage requirement.

	Sony
	Option 2: We do think the information gathered among companies in this meeting is too scarce to make an average. We therefore can accept two options: 
2a: Concentrate on peak EIRP in this meeting and wait with EIRP spherical coverage until next meeting when more (hopefully simulation) result is available (preferred).
2b: Go for Qualcomm’s proposal.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We have clarification question:
What is the assumption on simultaneous active panel number for PC1/2/4 evaluation?
And for PC4, the average value seems relative higher compared with PC1/2/3, we would like to have one more meeting round on PC4 evaluation.

	Ericsson
	We would like to wait for one more meeting to have more evaluations.

	vivo
	We share similar view with QC. The spherical coverage requirements can be further defined after making agreements on EIRP.

	Intel
	Issue 1-2: Is the average of the proposed EIRP spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
No, as companies have already commented above, there is no need to have an average for the spherical requirement. First, we agree on the min peak EIRP requirement and then take X dB drop from the agreed peak requirement.

One more comment regarding the drop from peak for spherical coverage. As Qualcomm pointed out, PC4 has different drop from peak values for its 28GHz and 39GHz requirements. We note that this is aligned with PC3, where there is an increase in the drop from peak as we move up in frequency. This is something we may want to discuss further, whether there should be a slight relaxation for band n262 requirements.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
N/A
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
For PC1, PC2 and PC4, the average over mW of the proposed minimum peak EIRP are calculated in the following. The table is used as a baseline for further discussion.
	  power class
	Qualcomm
	Vivo
	Sony
	Ericsson
	Nokia
	Intel
	Average made over mW [dBm]

	 
	R4-2104492
	R4-2104517
	R4-2104696
	R4-2104696
	R4-2104712
	R4-2102906
	 

	PC1
	33.6
	33.6
	35
	35
	34
	29.5
	33.8

	PC2
	22.6
	22.6
	24
	24
	23
	 
	23.3

	PC4
	29.6
	27.6
	29
	29
	28
	 
	28.7



	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1-1
	Tentative agreements:None
Candidate options:
· Min peak EIRP value is decided based on the mW average of all inputs in RAN4#99e.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Wayforward is prepared.

	Sub-topic #1-2
	Tentative agreements:None
Candidate options:
· Gain drop (from min peak to spherical EIRP) is further discussed.
· Possible option is reusing an existing band.such as n262
Recommendations for 2nd round: Wayforward is prepared.



CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	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”


N/A
Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)


Topic #2: REFSENS and EIS spherical coverage for UE power class 1, 2, and 4
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2104492
Power class specific parameters for n262
	Qualcomm Incorporated
		n262
	Power class

	
	PC1
	PC2
	PC4

	Min. peak EIRP (dBm) 
	33.6
	22.6
	29.6

	REFSENS (dBm), 50 MHz, -1 dB SNR
	-92.0
	-86.5
	-91.5

	Performance degradation to spherical coverage %ile point (dB)
	8.0
	11.0
	12.0




	R4-2104517
Discussion on EIS for PC1,PC2 and PC4
	vivo
	Observation 1: For PC3, the gain drops between n257/258/261 and n262 is 5.5 dB and 7.7 dB, for REFSENS and EIS spherical coverage, respectively.
Proposal 1: Select the requirements at band n257/258/261 for each power class as the reference, adopt the same gain drop of n262 at PC3, to derive the EIRP and spherical requirements for PC1, PC2 and PC4.

Proposal 2: For PC1, PC2 and PC4, min peak EIS and EIS spherical coverage requirements for n262 are derived assuming 5.5 dB and 7.7 dB degradation, respectively, from n257/258/n261. The final values are listed in the table above.

	R4-2104696
REFSENS and EIS spherical coverage for  PC1, PC2, PC4 for n262
	Sony, Ericsson
	Observation 1	FWA devices (PC1) and vehicle mounted equipment (PC2) are assumed to have less volume constraints and thus, Multi Band Relaxation (MBR) should be significantly less than for PC3. 
Observation 2	For high power non-handheld UE (PC4), MBR should not be more than for PC3.
Observation 3	The spherical coverage performance (delta between peak and specified percentile of EIRP) depends on many factors, and it cannot be concluded that the n262 band must be worse than, e.g., n260 in terms of spherical coverage.
Observation 4	The gain drop (delta between peak and specified percentile of EIRP) for band n262 could be no worse than 0.5dB (PC1) to 1dB (PC2) compared to band n258.
Proposal 1	Companies shall provide the reference RF architecture they assumed when deriving the REFSENS link budget.
Proposal 2	According to our estimate minimum peak EIRP, n262, shall be:
PC1 -91.7 dBm, 
PC2 -84.5dBm,
PC4 -86.7dBm.


	R4-2104714
EIS requirements for n262 UE power class 1, 2, and 4
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal 1: REFSENS and EIS spherical coverage requirements for n262 UE power class 1, 2, and 4 are derived assuming 6 dB degradation from n257. 



Open issues summary
The proposed REFSENS values are scaled to 50 MHz channel bandwidth.
EIS spherical coverage is computed from the proposed gain drop. 
· Sony and Ericsson paper provides the upper bound of the gain drop for PC1 and PC2. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk68774321]
	 power class
	 EIS
	Proposals for n262 [dBm]
	
	Average [dBm]

	
	
	Qualcomm
	Vivo
	Sony, Ericsson
	Nokia
	AppleIntel
R4-2102907 RAN4#98
	

	PC1
	REFSENS
	-92
	-92
	-94.7
	-91.5
	-90.7
	-92.2

	PC1
	spherical
	-84
	-81.8
	< -86.2
	-83.5
	
	< -83.9

	PC2
	REFSENS
	-86.5
	-86.5
	-87.7
	-86
	
	-86.7

	PC2
	spherical
	-75.5
	-73.3
	< -78.7
	-75
	
	< -75.6

	PC4
	REFSENS
	-91.5
	-91.5
	-89.7
	-91
	
	-90.9

	PC4
	spherical
	-79.5
	-80.3
	unavailable
	-82
	
	-80.6



Sub-topic 2-1
Issue 2-1: Is the average of the proposed REFSENS for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
For Option 2, please provide your counter proposal.

Sub-topic 2-2
Issue 2-2: Is the average of the proposed EIS spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable? 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2-a: No. The same gain drop as EIRP shall be applied to EIS. (i.e., Peak to Spherical difference is the same between EIRP and EIS.)
· Option 2-b: No. Other options.
For Option 2-b, please provide your counter proposal.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1 : Is the average of the proposed REFSENS for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
XXX
	We don’t have strong view on using average method. However, we’d like to wait for one more meeting (RAN4#99-e) to collect more companies’ evaluation and conclude the discussion, as the WF discussion in RAN4#98-e GTW.

	Qualcomm
	PC2/4: Option 1
PC1: [option 1]
For consistency we could choose to follow a similar method as for peak EIRP requirement for PC1. On the other hand, the values are clustered tightly enough that for the sake of expediency we could use a blind averaging.


	Samsung
	We are fine to have the mean value, Option 1, for REFSENS, but the final method needs to be the same with what we will use for the peak EIRP discussion. As we commented, having one more meeting is also a good option for further evaluation.

	Sony
	Option 1: Averaging is OK. For consistency with peak EIRP it should be averaging over mW.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Refsens could be concluded after EIRP is aligned in RAN4.

	Ericsson
	Averaging can be acceptable but the values from joint contributions should be counted two times. It’s also ok to wait for one more meeting to have more evaluations.

	vivo
	We are OK with the averaging approach to derive final requirements.

	Intel
	Issue 2-1: Is the average of the proposed REFSENS for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
Option 1: using averages is ok

	Nokia
	Support Sony and Ericsson comments.


 
Sub topic 2-2 : Is the average of the proposed EIS spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
XXX
	We don’t have strong view on using average method. However, we’d like to wait for one more meeting (RAN4#99-e) to collect more companies’ evaluation and conclude the discussion, as the WF discussion in RAN4#98-e GTW.

	Qualcomm
	Like comment on EIRP spherical coverage, PC4 gain drop in n262 needs to be discussed further. We prefer consistency with gain drop in closest band of specification, n260 (12 dB).

	Samsung
	Prefer Option 2-a as we commented on EIRP spherical coverage.

	Sony
	Option 2a: Same gain drop as for EIRP. The same situation for EIS gain drop as for EIRP gain drop (i.e. wait until next meeting).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Refsens could be concluded after EIRP is aligned in RAN4.

	Ericsson
	Needs further discussion. wait for one more meeting for more evaluations.

	vivo
	spherical coverage can be further defined after making conclusions on REFSENS.

	Intel
	Issue 2-2: Is the average of the proposed EIS spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, and PC4 acceptable? 
Same comment as the one provided in Issue 1-2 for EIRP spherical coverage, first determine min peak EIS and then discuss drop from peak for spherical coverage. 
We do prefer for the drop to be the same – Option 2a.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
N/A
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
The average over mW of the proposed minimum peak EIRP is calculated in the following. The table is used as a baseline for further discussion.
	 power class
	Qualcomm
	Vivo
	Sony
	Ericsson
	Nokia
	Intel
	Average made over mW [dBm]

	 
	R4-2104492
	R4-2104516
	R4-2104695
	R4-2104695
	R4-2104712
	R4-2102907
	 

	PC1
	-92
	-92
	-94.7
	-94.7
	-91.5
	-90.7
	-92.3

	PC2
	-86.5
	-86.5
	-87.7
	-87.7
	-86
	 
	-86.8

	PC4
	-91.5
	-91.5
	-89.7
	-89.7
	-91
	 
	-90.6



	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#2-1
	Tentative agreements:None
Candidate options: REFSENS value is decided based on the mW average of all inputs by RAN4#99e.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Wayforward is prepared.

	Sub-topic#2-2
	Tentative agreements:None
Candidate options:
· Gain drop (from REFSENS to spherical EIS) is further discussed.
· Possible option is reusing an existing band.such as n262
Recommendations for 2nd round: Wayforward is prepared.



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”


N/A
Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.

Topic #3: Side conditions for Beam correspondence
Side conditions for Beam correspondence is handled.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2104889
Beam correspondence side conditions for SSB and CSI-RS in band n262
	Apple
	Proposal 1:	RAN4 shall apply the corrected values for the minimum SSB and minimum CSI-RS as provided in Table 1 and Table 2.
Proposal 2:	RAN4 should discuss this correction for other bands in the RAN4 #99 meeting as part of Rel-15 and Rel-16 maintenance.
Table 1: Conditions for SSB based L1-RSRP measurements for beam correspondence
	Band
	Minimum SSB_RP (dBm/SCSSBB) [2]
	Correction for Minimum SSB (dBm/SCSSBB)

	n257
	-96.4 
	-96.2

	n258
	-96.4
	-96.2

	n259
	-92.1
	-90.7

	n260
	-92.1
	-91.9

	n261
	-96.4
	-96.2

	n262
	-92.1
	-88.5



Table 2: Conditions for CSI-RS based L1-RSRP measurements for beam correspondence
	Band
	Minimum SSB_RP (dBm/SCSSBB) [2]
	Correction for Minimum CSI-RS (dBm/SCSSBB)

	n257
	-96.4 
	-96.2

	n258
	-96.4
	-96.2

	n259
	-92.1
	-90.7

	n260
	-92.1
	-91.9

	n261
	-96.4
	-96.2

	n262
	-92.1
	-88.5






Open issues summary
The side conditions for BC is revisited. The corrections are proposed as described above.
It is noted that Previously endorsed value for n262 was [-88.7] dBm in R4-210339.
Sub-topic 3-1 Side conditions for n262
Issue 3-1: Do you agree to have SSB_RP and Minimum CSI-RS_RP conditions, -88.5 dBm, for n262? 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No

Sub-topic 3-2 Side conditions for other bands
Although the band other than n262 is for Rel-15/16 maintenance topic and cannot be treated in this meeting, but you may provide your views on the proposal 2. No decision will be made in this meeting.
Issue 3-2: Do you agree Proposal 2?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1 : Do you agree to have SSB_RP and Minimum CSI-RS_RP conditions, -88.5 dBm, for n262?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm
	Thank you for correction

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	It depends on refsens conclusion.

	Ericsson
	We are not ready to relax the requirements. Further analysis is needed.

	Apple
	Thank you for the comments. As shown in our contribution, we have elaborated why the current numbers in the specification have not been calculated correctly. If other companies don’t see the same mistake in the calculation, we encourage them to provide next meeting a clarification that support no correction for the current values in the spec.

	Nokia
	We are ok.


 
Sub topic 3-2 : Do you agree Proposal 2?
	Company
	Comments

	EricssonXXX
	Option 2: No, this is out of scope of this WI, it should be discussed under TEI agenda.

	Nokia
	We are ok but CR needs to be treated in the maintenance agenda.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
N/A
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
There are split views whether BC side conditions (currently in square bracket in the endorsed CR) should be revised. Further discussion is needed.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#3-1
	Tentative agreements:None
Candidate options:
1) Revise the BC side conditions according to R4-2104889
2) Remove the square bracket and keep the values in the endorsed CR in RAN4#98e.
3) Revise the BC side conditions differently from R4-2104889
Recommendations for 2nd round:Wayforward is prepared.

	Sub-topic#3-2
	Tentative agreements:None
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:None



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”


N/A
Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.

Topic #4: Draft CR for UE RF
Topic #3 is dedicated for revising a draft CR (endorsed for power class 3 in RAN4#98e, R4-2103392) and the latest draft TR 38.847.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2104713
Introduction of n262 UE RF requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Power class 1, 2, and 4 requirements are added to the endorsed CR for UE power class 3 in RAN4#98e (R4-2103392).

	R4-2106889
TR 38.847 Introduction of NR Band n262 (47GHz band)
	Ericsson
	TR including previously approved TPs.


Open issues summary
No specific issues other than Topic#1, #2, #3 are found in the contributions in RAN4#98bis-e.
Draft CR can be revised if agreements are made in these #1, #2 and #3 topics. 
If there is any issue in draft CR or TR (which is not related to these topics) can be discussed in this Topic #4.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
N/A
CRs/TPs comments collection
Comments to issues other than discussed in Topic #1, #2 and #3 can be provided here. 
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2104713
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Apple: Correction for SSB and min CSI-RS side conditions is required.

	
	Qualcomm – some parameters require discussion

	R4-2106889
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
· PC1/2/4 requirements are still discussed.
· The BC side conditions in square brackets for PC3 is still discussed. 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#41
	Tentative agreements:None
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: None. 
The draft CR revision can be made once the above issues are sorted out.




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

	R4-2104713
Introduction of n262 UE RF requirementsXXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”Noted.
(The previously endorsed CR for PC3 still holds.)

	R4-2106889
TR 38.847 Introduction of NR Band n262 (47GHz band)
	Agreeable.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.

Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on n262 UE RF
	Nokia
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2104492
	Power class specific parameters for n262
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2104516
	Discussion on EIRP for PC1,PC2 and PC4
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2104695
	Peak EIRP and EIRP spherical coverage for PC1, PC2, PC4 for n262 
	Sony, Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2104712
	EIRP requirements for n262 UE power class 1, 2, and 4
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2104713
	Introduction of n262 UE RF requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2104889
	Beam correspondence side conditions for SSB and CSI-RS in band n262
	Apple
	Noted
	

	R4-2104517
	Discussion on EIS for PC1,PC2 and PC4
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2104696
	REFSENS and EIS spherical coverage for  PC1, PC2, PC4 for n262
	Sony, Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2104714
	EIS requirements for n262 UE power class 1, 2, and 4
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2106889
	TR 38.847 Introduction of NR Band n262 (47GHz band)
	Ericsson
	Agreeable
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-210xxxx
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-210xxxx
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-210xxxx
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

