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Introduction
This document is intended to capture discussions towards specifying UE RF requirements for FR2 PC5 in n259 and in existing bands n257 and n258.
Topic #1: Title
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	T-doc title
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2108814
	PC5 RF requirements in n259
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal 1: In n259 FR2 PC5 shall have a min. peak EIRP requirement of 30.6 dBm.
Proposal 2: In n259 FR2 PC5 shall have a REFSENS requirement of -93.4 dBm, for a 50MHz channel and -1 dB target SNR.
Proposal 3: In n259 FR2 PC5 shall have 8dB degradation along the 85th %ile direction relative to beam peak direction.
Observation 1: Arithmetic sum and arithmetic mean of dB values yields nonsensical results.
Proposal 4: Proponents must technically justify addition in dB domain before dB averaging can be accepted as an acceptable technique to average across proposals. 
Proposal 5: If addition in the dB domain cannot be technically justified, power averaging shall be performed in the mW domain, not in the dB domain.


	R4-2109006
	Views on RF requirement for FWA 
	Sony, Ericsson
	Observation 1	Due to the maximum allowed TRP of 23 dBm it is reasonable to use 16 antenna elements as baseline for min Peak EIRP estimation.
Observation 2	There is no reason the degradation, due to going up in frequency from n258 to n259, should be higher for PC5 than for PC3.
Observation 3	Based on PC3, PC5 minimum peak EIRP in the band n259 of 26.7 dBm is a lower boundary.
Observation 4	 It is possible to fulfill maximum TRP 23dBm with a minimum peak EIRP of 28.5 dBm.
Observation 5	The gain drop (delta between peak and specified percentile of EIRP) for band n259 may not be worse than for band n258.
Observation 6	Compared to PC3 REFSENS for PC5 at n259 (50MHz) could be -89.2dBm as an upper boundary.
Observation 7 	The SNR condition for FWA devices is likely to be good and stable, and thus an FWA device should obtain a good RSRP estimation.
Observation 8	The degradation due to the phase shifter errors have been included in the peak EIRP and spherical coverage requirement.
Observation 9	The beam correspondence depends on the SNR condition. Therefore, it is questionable whether it is useful for the network to know a UE BC capability with bit-1 or bit-0.
Proposal 1	According to our estimate minimum peak EIRP for PC5, n262, shall be 28.5 dBm.
Proposal 2	Gain drop (delta between peak and 85%-tile EIRP) for n259, PC5 shall be 8 dB.
Proposal 3	According to our estimate REFSENS for PC5, n259, shall be -90.5 dBm.
Proposal 4	Gain drop (delta between REFSENS and EIS 85%-tile) for n259, PC5 shall be 8 dB.
Proposal 5	Define only BC bit 1 requirement for new FWA UE.
[bookmark: _Hlk71532544]Proposal 6	Adopt the same beam correspondence requirement (only bit 1) for n259 as for n257 and n258 for PC5.


	R4-2109147
	On new FWA UE RF requirement
	Murata Manufacturing Co Ltd.
	Observation 1:	From network performance point of view, 16 elements assumption would be preferred
Proposal 1: 	29.3dBm is proposed as min peak EIRP requirement
Proposal 2:	-90.3dBm is proposed as REFSENS specification
(moderator note) REFSENS proposal is for 50 MHz channel with -1 dB target SNR

	R4-2109505
	Proposal on n259 PC5 Tx and Rx requirements
	MediaTek Beijing Inc.
	(not available)

	R4-2109543
	Proposal on n259 PC5 Tx and Rx requirements
	MediaTek Beijing Inc.
	Proposal1: min peak EIRP of PC5 n259 is 26.3 dBm
Proposal2: REFSENS of PC5 n259 is -89 dBm (CBW=50MHz, -1 dB SNR)
Proposal3: Spherical EIRP of PC5 n259 is 18.3 dBm
Proposal4: Spherical EIS of PC5 n259 is -81 dBm (CBW=50MHz, -1 dB SNR)
Proposal5: MBP,n (dB) is 0.5 dB, MBS,n (dB) is 0.5 dB

	R4-2110019
	FR2 PC5 requirements for n259
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: For n259 requirements of PC5, it is reasonable to take the existing values of other power classes as references for the scaling.
Proposal 2: PC5 minimum peak EIRP requirement of n259 should be 26.3 dBm.
Proposal 3: PC5 REFSENS requirement of n259 should be -89.0 dBm.

	R4-2110836
	R17 n259 FWA
	OPPO
	Proposal 1:               The min peak EIRP is 25.8dBm.
Proposal 2:               The max peak EIS is -88dBm @ 50MHz.
Proposal 3:               Consider averaging all the inputs to derive the values if doesn’t have big difference.

	R4-2111062
	RF requirements of power class 5 for band n259
	Intel Corporation
	Minimum peak EIRP 
Observation 1: A scaling-based option is reasonable, but band n257 should be used. This leads to a scaling-based value of 26.3 dBm, which represents a significant increase 7.6 dB from the PC3 value (18.7 dBm).

Observation 2: The arithmetic mean of all the values leads to a minimum peak EIRP of 26.9 dBm We think this value option is also reasonable; it implies an 8.2 dB increase from PC3 (18.7 dBm).

Proposal 1:  We support the following values for the PC5 minimum peak EIRP requirement of band n259:
· 26.3 dBm
· 26.9 dBm
· 25.8 dBm

Minimum peak EIS
Observation 3: The minimum peak EIS values captured in RAN4 #98Bis-e discussions are well aligned [4]. Additionally, both the arithmetic mean and scaling value are -89 dBm.

Proposal 2:  Define the PC5 minimum peak EIS requirement of band n259 as -89 dBm (for 50MHz CBW).






Open issues summary
Min. Peak EIRP and REFSENS for PC5 in n259:
Both, min. peak EIRP and REFSENS have multiple proposals:
	
	Company
	EIRP (dBm)
	REFSENS (dBm)

	
	
	
	50 MHz, -1 dB  target SNR

	
	Qualcomm
	30.6
	-93.4

	
	Sony
	28.5
	-90.5

	
	Ericsson
	28.5
	-90.5

	
	Murata
	29.3
	-90.3

	
	MediaTek
	26.3
	-89.0

	
	Samsung
	26.3
	-89.0

	
	Oppo
	25.8
	-88.0

	
	Intel
	25.8
	-89.0

	
	
	
	

	Option 1
	Average Power 
	28.0
	-89.7

	Option 2
	arithmetic mean of dBm
	27.6
	-90.0



RAN4 methodology to derive requirements for min peak EIRP and REFSENS is by averaging across proposals. Arithmetic mean in any linear scale (example: mW) needs no explaining, but there is a lingering question in RAN4 over validity of using arithmetic mean on a log scale unit (example: dBm)
Is arithmetic mean in dBm domain technically justified?
	Options for Issue 1.2.1.1
	Company Comments

	Yes (please justify)
	MedeiTek: No matter which option, “average” is already a compromise method, leverage prior simple calculation based on dBm is good.
OPPO: No strong view since there is no much difference in the values. Either approach is acceptable, but we would like to suggest the group could adopt one approach and use it also in other similar WI and discussions.
Huawei, HiSilicon: we share the view with MTK.

	No (please justify)
	Qualcomm: Averaging in dBm is incorrect because it gives rise to nonsensical results. Example: If we have 2 PAs, one transmitting at 3 dBm and another transmitting at 27 dBm, the ‘average power’ is not 15 dBm. 
We therefore think we should establish mW averaging as a precedent. The difference is not large, so this is more about the principle.

Murata : We should discuss the number of antenna elements before moving on average approach.  According to companies' contributions, specification of option1 and option2 cannot be met with 8 antenna elements array.  So we believe 16 antenna elements is suit to PC5.

Sony: We agree with Qualcomm averaging over mW should be the precedential method. We agree with Murata a common reference architecture for spec derivation should be agreed, preferable including 16 antenna elements.
Ericsson: We support Qualcomm’s view.
Samsung: Although the two options make no odds, we can support ‘over mW’ method in terms of the technical justification. Also, as companies propose, we also support to set a kind of principle in RAN4 for the similar discussion in the future.
Nokia: Agree with Qualcomm. Average over dB should not be used for the Tx power according to the laws of physics.

Intel: Regarding the number of antenna elements, PC5 performance for band n257 and n258 lies somewhere in between 8 and 16 elements, so it allows design flexibility. Therefore, this should continue to be reflected for band n259.



Min. peak EIRP and REFSENS:
	Options for Issue 1.2.1.2
	Company Comments

	Option 1(average power)
	Qualcomm: support
Murata : Support
Sony: Support
Ericsson: Support
Samsung: Support this option based on our previous comment
Nokia: support

	Option 2 (arithmetic mean of dBm is correct procedure)
	MediaTek: Support
OPPO: No strong view since there is no much difference in the values. Either approach is acceptable, but we would like to suggest the group could adopt one approach and use it also in other similar WI and discussions.
Huawei, HiSilicon: considering difference between PC3 and PC5 for Band n258 is 8dB, for n259, if the same difference is used the power would be 26.7dBm. So we think the power between 26.7~27.6dBm for n259 need to be considered.
Similarly for Refsens, -89.2~-89.7 refsens can be further considered.

	
	Intel: For the values themselves, we have a similar view as Huawei.  
Given PC5 requirement definition for bands n257 and n258, for the minimum peak EIRP, a range around 26.5 to 27.5 dBm should be considered.
For minimum peak EIS, given the range, we think -89.5 dBm should be considered.



Spherical coverage
All companies with proposals are aligned that the spherical coverage specification shall be based on 8 dB degradation at 85th%ile point.
Spherical coverage requirement specification
· Recommended WF
· 8 dB degradation at 85th%ile point 
	Options for Issue 1.2.2
	Company Comments

	Agree with recommended WF 
	MediaTek: Support
Qualcomm: support
Murata : Support
Sony: Support
OPPO: OK.
Ericsson: Support
Samsung: Support
Intel: support

	Do not agree with WF (please justify)
	



Multi-band relaxations
Summary of proposals:
	Company
	MBP,n (dB)
	MBS,n (dB)

	Sony
	≤ 0.5
	≤ 0.4

	Ericsson
	≤ 0.5
	≤ 0.4

	MediaTek
	0.5
	0.5



PC5 n259 MBR
· Recommended WF 
	[bookmark: _Hlk32225119][bookmark: _Hlk32316771]Band
	MBP,n (dB)
	MBS,n (dB)

	n259
	0.5
	0.5



	Options for Issue 1.2.3
	Company Comments

	Agree with recommended WF 
	MediaTek: Support
Qualcomm: support
OPPO: OK
Samsung: Support
Intel: ok

	Do not agree with WF (please justify)
	



Beam correspondence: 
Sony (R4-2109006) has provided arguments for why bit 0 UE is not justified in an FWA application. Would proponents justify why bit 0 UE is necessary to define?
Beam correspondence requirement for PC5 (all bands) 
· Proposals
· Option 1: only bit 1 UE shall be allowed
· Option 2: bit 0 UE shall also be allowed (please justify)
	Options for Issue 1.2.4
	Company Comments

	only bit 1 UE shall be allowed
	Qualcomm: We find Sony’s analysis and argument appropriate. In our view it is not justifiable to apply a relaxation originally meant for allowing access to early generation UEs to a new power class that has been created 2+ yrs after close of Rel-15. Extra beam sweep is overhead and because it is not well aimed at the gNB, it represents system interference.
Sony: The beam correspondence depends on the SNR condition, which for an FWA devices is likely to be good and stable Therefore, it is questionable whether it is useful for the network to know a UE BC capability with bit-1 or bit-0. Introducing BC bit-0/1 mechanism will only lead to increased system overhead.
Ericsson: Support
Samsung: Support. In our understanding, extra beam sweeping can be overhead for the fixed device, especially for its uplink transmission aiming at gNB. 
Nokia: Support. Agree with Qualcomm, Sony and Samsung’s comments. 

	bit 0 UE shall also be allowed (please justify)
	MediaTek: Support. BC bit-0/1 mechanism can be applied to different power classes. Extra beam sweep leads to better UE and network performance. 
Huawei, HiSilicon: Support. To Sony, beam correspondence is RF ability which is not dependent on SNR, we only use SNR as side condition to justify the requirement. For more than 8 antenna elements device, beam width is sharper than PC3, such UE utilize SRS to adjust its uplink beam is very reasonable. Whether SRS resource be configured is decided by the gNB, but UE should be allowed to indicate bit 0 to the network while such capability is defined by RAN1.



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Views are collected in section 1.2
CRs/TPs comments collection
N/A
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 

	1.2.1
Min. peak EIRP and REFSENS
	Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue discussion. Any consensus will be captured in the WF by the moderator.

	1.2.2 
Spherical coverage
	Tentative agreements: 8 dB degradation at 85th%ile point 
Recommendations for 2nd round: Consensus will be captured in the WF by the moderator.

	1.2.3 
Multi-band relaxations
	Tentative agreements: For PC5 in n259, MBP,n (dB) = 0.5 dB, MBS,n (dB) = 0.5 dB
Recommendations for 2nd round: Consensus will be captured in the WF by the moderator.

	1.2.4 
Beam correspondence for PC5 (all bands)
	Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue discussion. Any consensus will be captured in the WF by the moderator.




CRs/TPs
N/A
Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Min. peak EIRP and REFSENS:
	Moderator Summary
	

	
	6 companies support adopting the average power value (arithmetic mean of mW) as the requirement based on physical principles:
Qualcomm, Murata, Sony, Ericsson, Samsung, Nokia
2 companies support dBm arithmetic mean because ‘“average” is already a compromise method, leverage prior simple calculation based on dBm is good’
Huawei, MediaTek
Also, two companies suggest aligning based on PC5 agreements and discussing an option based on scaling, instead of averaging across proposals
Huawei, Intel
Continue discussion: Requirements will naturally come out of decisions made in second round: for example, if dBm arithmetic mean is chosen, min. peak EIRP is 27.6 dBm



	Issue 1.2.1 – 2nd Round
	Company Comments

	Can we technically justify arithmetic mean of dBm values?
	Qualcomm: We cannot technically justify arithmetic mean of dBm values.
In our view, there is no physical basis for arithmetic mean in the dBm domain. The difference is small between the true average and the dBm arithmetic mean, but the principle is important. Also note, that choosing to use the average value does not make requirements tougher or looser as a rule – for example it has the impact of loosening the requirement for REFSENS.
We would like to set the precedent of using average power (arithmetic mean in mW domain) to focus future discussions on more technical issues.

MediaTek: We prefer to discuss final compromise value in WF directly, rather than to say what calculation method is correct or not.
OPPO: This is not the 1st time RAN4 discussing averaging methods, and the intention of set precedent might be too late, and if we look back at the requirements has been defined for so many FR2 bands, power classes, it is always compromise based rather than calculation method based. No matter which averaging method used here, companies might still need to make compromise then get consensus. Therefore, we appreciate the efforts to set principle and is what we also support, but in the end it might not be practical to rely on the “precedent” defined here.
Sony: On this topic, to move further, we support the averaging method, however, we agree with OPPO that averaging must not always be the precedential method. But we agree with Qualcomm that if averaging is to be used, averaging over mW should be the precedential method.
Samsung: As mentioned in our paper, we think most of compromising processes in RAN4, especially on FR2 discussion, are not easy to justify its technical background. So, we agree with MediaTek to focus on the values in the WF. On setting up the precedent of using averaging method, we have the same feeling with Qualcomm. Although we have not used the same method for FR2 discussions, having the principle in RAN4 (or FR2 only) will certainly help our future discussion when it is needed. We support to have the message somewhere in the WF with ‘over mW’ 
Murata : Basically, our intention is to discuss the exact specification value. But if average method is needed to proceed making the agreement, we don't reject averaging. Regarding the averaging method, we would support arithmetic mean in mW domain because of its physical basis.

Ericsson: We support Qualcomm’s view


	Should we discard averaging method for this case and choose a scaling-based value?
	Qualcomm: We were ok with scaling in the previous meeting because we hoped it could save RAN4 from debate and discussion. Unfortunately, the option was not agreed, so we no longer see a good motivation to limit the requirement to values derived from scaling.
If scaling must be considered anyway, it must be done fairly. A fair scaling-derived value in our view is 28.3/28.7 dBm, as we worked out in R4-2104493. We elaborate on the justification:
During the previous work item for PC5, two types of proposals were submitted:  8e and 16e. The eventual PC5 requirement for min. peak EIRP of 30.x dBm is in the middle of the 16e proposal range (28.0 – 32.0 dBm) and significantly higher that the range of 8e proposals (26.0 – 28.3 dBm). It is evident from the proposals and the final requirement that RAN4 notionally chose a 16e device. Ofcourse, implementations are not limited to 16e configurations, but it does remain the ‘standards assumption’.
This is significant because in n257/n258 per-element max. power for PC5 is limited to a lower compared to say, a PC3 application, to stay compliant with the 23 dBm TRP limit. In n259 however, owing to the natural frequency related reduction in a PA’s power capability, the PC5 per-element power need not be limited to a lower value than in PC3. In our budgets this difference was ~2dB, which we use to correct the scaled value.

MediaTek: We prefer to discuss final compromise value in WF directly. In general, we think scaling method is good to leverage prior compromise discussion and make requirements have consistence. 
OPPO: Share same view as MTK.
Sony: We don’t think so in this case. Scaling could sometimes be a good approach to speed up decisions. In this case if scaling shall be applied it should be done relative PC1. The PC5 device has similar design constraints as PC1 device (available antenna compartment, radome material, available supply current etc.). In this case PC1 is not defined for n259 and, therefore, scaling is less relevant.
Samsung: As some companies proposed, we also preferred the scaling-based method for this case. But, what if we don’t have consensus on the value? Now, it seems averaging is the only way we can take. Not sure I understand the question correctly..
Murata : Scaling is one of the good approach to investigate the specification value and we could support it. But we should consider background of the past investigation. In our understanding, Pout per element for PC5 is 2~3dB lower than for PC3 in case of n257/n258 to meet 23dBm TRP limit. On the other hand, in n259 PC5 up to 11dBm element power is possible and it is almost same as Pout per element for PC3. So we agree with Qualcomm's approach.



Beam correspondence requirement for PC5 (all bands) 
	Moderator Summary
	5 companies support precluding bit0:
Qualcomm, Sony, Ericsson, Samsung, Nokia
2 companies would like bit0 PC5 UEs
Huawei, MediaTek
Continue discussion: Companies with minority view to further justify their comments



	Issue 1.2.4 – 2nd Round
	Company Comments

	Extra beam sweep leads to better UE and network performance.
	Qualcomm: We do not share this view in general, although it is true for bit 0 UEs. A bit 0 UE needs SRS opportunities after every instance of the beam management reference signal, so it can perform final refinement. This represents a lot of overhead. Better network performance would be when the UE does not need SRS resources to perform final refinement.

MediaTek: Even if the UE meet Bit-1 BC, we know the loss due to BC is still not 0 dB.  
Nokia: Beam sweep is extra overhead in network side. It is not guaranteed for every UE to be serviced all the time, especially in high system load case. In very hish system load, gNB may not sweep uplink beam at all in order to maintain the overall system performance. Bit 0 UE might suffer from poor link performance and unfair scheduling opportunity for a long duration.
Sony: Overhead will increase. Extra beam sweep is seen as an emergency measure the network has to take in poor conditions or to serve devices that require so (i.e. bit 0 UEs).
Samsung: If we don’t think about the overhead aspect from UE and network, it might be trues that the additional beam sweep helps the performance at a certain time. But, the overall performance benefit cannot be guaranteed compared with bit-1 UE given the SRS overhead, fixed link and so on.

Ericsson:  Beam correspondence is a fundamental functionality for network performance in FR2, beam sweeping is not always available, it is for assisting the UE if used 


	beam correspondence is RF ability which is not dependent on SNR, we only use SNR as side condition to justify the requirement
	Qualcomm: We recall that delta(EIRP) for bit 0 UEs was motivated because of poor RSRP accuracy at low DL SNRs, among other mechanisms. We agree with Sony that in real deployments, cell sizes are defined more by PC3 than any other power class, and therefore FWA devices typically enjoy much better DL SNR. 
Nokia: FWA is generally operated with good link quality; higher antenna gain, stable propagation condition due to low mobility, smaller path loss due to optimized installation site, no body blocking, etc.
Sony: We don’t believe this statement is correct. If there are new findings or a new analysis where actual BC is independent of SNR, we are happy to take part of those. Here is the background to our view: The bit 0/1 concept was introduced in RAN #82 (pls see RP-182879) and extensively discussed in the following RAN4 meetings. The problem description (described in e.g. R4-1901796) led to agreed simulation assumptions (R4-1902684) where main contribution to error in BC (wrong beam decision by UE) was based on poor RSRP estimation. For the conformance test of BC, RAN4 decided to ensure good enough SNR in the test procedure in order for a too poor SNR not to infer conformance test. If the SNR drops below this value (6dB), which is likely to happen sometimes in reality, of course the low SNR is strongly related to the ability of the UE to do a proper BC. In the simulation assumptions (R4-1902684) there is also a small portion of HW imperfections in phase shifters. It might be easy to imagine that the BC becomes more cumbersome when beam-with narrows down (for example when 16 antenna elements are used instead of 4). We don’t believe this intuitive reasoning is correct. The total error introduces by the phase shifters doesn’t grow bigger just because the number of elements increases, rather the contrary. 

Ericsson: It is dependent on SNR for operations in the field

	Whether SRS resource be configured is decided by the gNB, but UE should be allowed to indicate bit 0 to the network
	Qualcomm: There is significant negative network impact if the gNB does not allocate SRS resources to the UE because it results in mis-aimed beams, and therefore lower UL throughput and more system interference. So it is not really up to the gNB if it aims to increase UL tput. Bit 0 was instituted to help early implementation UEs along – it is unfair to burden the network with new devices needing the same overhead.
Nokia: Allowing it is not good for both gNB and UE. See our other comments above.
Sony: We agree with Qualcomm and Nokia.
Ericsson: Agree with Qualcomm and Nokia’s view




Summary for 2nd round 


	Issue 1.2.1 – 2nd Round
	Company Comments

	Can we technically justify arithmetic mean of dBm values?
	6 out of 7 responding companies indicated support for mW averaging, if averaging must be performed.
5 out of 7 responding companies indicated that it was impractical to adopt mW averaging as a general rule, and we should restrict discussion to the requirement values directly
No further action required

	Should we discard averaging method for this case and choose a scaling-based value?
	2/6 companies were open to scaling if we ‘consider background of the past investigation’.
2/6 companies prefer to discuss compromise value in WF directly
2/6 companies were against scaling or were not sure if it could reliably work 
No further action required

	Issue 1.2.4 – 2nd Round
	Company Comments

	Extra beam sweep leads to better UE and network performance.
	5/6 companies disagree
Proponent points out that  Even if the UE meet Bit-1 BC, we know the loss due to BC is still not 0 dB.  
No further action required

	beam correspondence is RF ability which is not dependent on SNR, we only use SNR as side condition to justify the requirement
	4/4 of companies either disagreed that BC is not dependent on SNR or that PC5 UE will face DL SNR as bad as PC3. Proponent did not comment
No further action required

	Whether SRS resource be configured is decided by the gNB, but UE should be allowed to indicate bit 0 to the network
	4/4  companies agreed that There is significant negative network impact if the gNB does not allocate SRS resources to the UE. Proponent did not comment
No further action required




Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on PC5 requirements in n259
	Qualcomm
	Collect outcome from discussion



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2108814
	PC5 RF requirements in n259
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	noted
	Discussion paper

	R4-2109006
	Views on RF requirement for FWA 
	Sony, Ericsson
	noted
	Discussion paper

	R4-2109147
	On new FWA UE RF requirement
	Murata Manufacturing Co Ltd.
	noted
	Discussion paper

	R4-2109505
	Proposal on n259 PC5 Tx and Rx requirements
	MediaTek Beijing Inc.
	withdrawn
	

	R4-2109543
	Proposal on n259 PC5 Tx and Rx requirements
	MediaTek Beijing Inc.
	noted
	Discussion paper

	R4-2110019
	FR2 PC5 requirements for n259
	Samsung
	noted
	Discussion paper

	R4-2110836
	R17 n259 FWA
	OPPO
	noted
	Discussion paper

	R4-2111062
	RF requirements of power class 5 for band n259
	Intel Corporation
	noted
	Discussion paper



2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2107839
	WF on PC5 requirements in n259
	Qualcomm
	Revised to R4-2107998
	

	R4-2107998
	WF on PC5 requirements in n259
	Qualcomm
	GTW treatment requested
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




