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Introduction
This email discussion handles the contributions submitted to agenda item 5.27 and 5.28 for NR_BCS4 and MSD_Inter_Band_ENDC. The scope of this email discussion covers the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA with BCS4/BCS5, Improvements to MSD table, Reply LS on NR CA capability for BCS5 and some draft CRs. There are four topics listed as below in this email discussion and multiple sub-topics within each of them.
#1 The maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA with BCS4/BCS5
#2 Improvements to MSD table
#3 Draft CRs 
#4 Reply LS on NR CA capability for BCS5

Topic #1: The maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA with BCS4/BCS5
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2201296
	Xiaomi
	This contribution is a text proposal for TR 38.862 v0.3.0 to include rules of the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA with BCS4/BCS5.

	R4-2200462
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: There is no signalling to directly and explicitly indicate the maximum aggregated CBW
Observation 2: Maximum aggregated CBW for intra band CA shall have corresponding requirements in the specification.
Observation 3: Calculation of maximum aggregated CBW for BCS4/5 with a formulation makes readers of the specifications confused, e.g., even if the readers try to find corresponding requirements, it may not exist. 
Observation 4: Maximum aggregated CBW for BCS4/5 must be the same as that of the maximum aggregated CBW across the already specified traditional BCSs for an intra band CA until RAN4 confirms the necessity of corresponding requirements for a wider aggregated CBW based on request and specifies them if necessary.
Observation 5: A formula can be used to derive theoretically possible maximum aggregated CBW during discussion while actual value put in the column must be the maximum CBW whose requirements are available.
Proposal: Put the maximum aggregated CBW whose corresponding requirements are available into a column for the maximum aggregated CBW. In case the maximum is smaller than the maximum derived by the formula, a note should be added to the CBW and mention that the maximum CBW and subsequent lower aggregated CBW(s) shall be explicitly reported by multiple FSPC(s).
A specific example of the table for CA_n7B is as follows.
Table 5.5A.1-1: NR CA configurations and bandwidth combination sets defined for intra-band contiguous CA 
	NR CA configuration / Bandwidth combination set

	NR CA configuration
	Uplink CA configurations
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Maximum aggregated 
bandwidth (MHz)
	Bandwidth combination set

	CA_n7B
	CA_n7B
	10
	10, 15, 20, 30, 40
	
	
	
	503
	0

	
	
	15
	15, 20, 30
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	20
	20, 30
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE 1:	5 MHz is not applicable for 30/60 kHz SCS.
NOTE 2:	The aggregated bandwidth must be greater than or equal to the minimum for the bandwidth class defined in Table 5.3A.5-1, and smaller than or equal to the maximum aggregated bandwidth
NOTE 3:  The maximum aggregated channel bandwidth may be updated and become larger in the future release. The maximum channel bandwidth(s) and subsequent lower aggregated channel bandwidths shall be explicitly indicated by multiple FSPC(s).
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Open issues summary
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: 
Based on the tentative agreements in the summary R4-2119912, the following text proposals can be captured into TR 38.862.
“The maximum aggregated bandwidth chosen for BCS4/BCS5 should equal to
		•	min{n*max channel bandwidth of each carrier, BWChannel_CA of each CA bandwidth class, Maximum frequency range of each band} for intra-band contiguous CA
•	min{ n*max channel bandwidth of each carrier, Maximum frequency range of each band - minimum frequency gaps} for intra-band non-contiguous CA
Where n is the number of aggregated CCs, minimum frequency gaps indicates the sum of the min frequency gap between the upper edge of lower component carrier and lower edge of higher component carrier that UE can support per band combination in two adjacent non-contiguous component carriers. 
FFS for the value of min frequency gaps.”
In this meeting, a revision R4-2201296 is provided to address the open issue.
Based on the contribution R4-2200462, some observations are listed as below.
Observation 1: There is no signalling to directly and explicitly indicate the maximum aggregated CBW
Observation 2: Maximum aggregated CBW for intra band CA shall have corresponding requirements in the specification.
Observation 3: Calculation of maximum aggregated CBW for BCS4/5 with a formulation makes readers of the specifications confused, e.g., even if the readers try to find corresponding requirements, it may not exist. 
Observation 4: Maximum aggregated CBW for BCS4/5 must be the same as that of the maximum aggregated CBW across the already specified traditional BCSs for an intra band CA until RAN4 confirms the necessity of corresponding requirements for a wider aggregated CBW based on request and specifies them if necessary.
Observation 5: A formula can be used to derive theoretically possible maximum aggregated CBW during discussion while actual value put in the column must be the maximum CBW whose requirements are available.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK40][bookmark: OLE_LINK41]Issue 1-1-1: Is text proposal (R4-2201296) for TR 38.862 approved?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agree this proposal (The corresponding TP R4-2201296 can be approved)
· Option 2: Do not agree this proposal (The corresponding TP R4-2201296 can be noted)
· Option 3: The proposal need to be revised with suggestions (The corresponding TP R4-2201296 can be revised)
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-1-2: Can this proposal be approved?
	Proposal: Put the maximum aggregated CBW whose corresponding requirements are available into a column for the maximum aggregated CBW. In case the maximum is smaller than the maximum derived by the formula, a note should be added to the CBW and mention that the maximum CBW and subsequent lower aggregated CBW(s) shall be explicitly reported by multiple FSPC(s).
· Proposals
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK33]Option 1: Agree this proposal
· Option 2: Do not agree this proposal
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK34][bookmark: OLE_LINK35]Option 3: The proposal need to be revised with suggestions.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	Nokia
	Issue 1-1-1: Is text proposal (R4-2201296) for TR 38.862 approved 
As far as the formula is not captured in TS, it’s ok.
Issue 1-1-2: Can this proposal be approved
Option 1 

	Xiaomi
	Issue 1-1-1: Is text proposal (R4-2201296) for TR 38.862 approved 	Comment by Qualcomm: Copied Xiaomi’s comments here due to the format issue.
Option1.
Issue 1-1-2: Can this proposal be approved
Option3, agree Ericsson, before agree this proposal, some confusion need further clarify:
1. Is this note trying to limit the maximum aggregated bandwidth of traditional BCSs? Since the note was added in the maximum aggregated bandwidth of traditional BCSs in R4-2200462.
2. The note said “The maximum aggregated channel bandwidth may be updated and become larger in the future release.” In my understanding, the value of the maximum aggregated bandwidth is not allowed to change as the release evolution. If you want to define a larger value, you need define a new value. 
If you want to introduce this limit for BCS4/BCS5, whether the value of the maximum aggregated bandwidth is allowed to change or not as the release evolution, need further discussion.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1-2: Can this proposal be approved
Option 3. To us it is not clear what the note is trying to achieve and who this information is for.
We suggest to further discuss if such a note is needed, and if so how to phrase it.
For instance, to us it is not clear what “subsequent lower…” or “…explicitly reported by multiple FSPC(s)” means.

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1-1: Is text proposal (R4-2201296) for TR 38.862 approved 
OK with this text proposal. Not sure whether BCS4 WID should be revised to capture the impact of TR 38.862 in next RAN plenary meeting?
Issue 1-1-2: Can this proposal be approved
Option 2, more discussion is needed.
In my understanding, if the maximum CBW is changed, then new BCS should be added. Currently, we only have BCS0 for CA_n7. I don’t understand this example from proponent. Besides, network can identify the supported maximum aggregated CBW based on the reported Channel bandwidth for each carrier.


	
	


	ZTE
	Issue 1-1-1: Is text proposal (R4-2201296) for TR 38.862 approved 
Option 1. 
Issue 1-1-2: Can this proposal be approved
Different maximum aggregated channel bandwidth needs different BCS. In addition, an example would be better to understand it well: the maximum CBW and subsequent lower aggregated CBW(s) shall be explicitly reported by multiple FSPC(s)., what does ‘ subsequent lower aggregated ’ mean?
Also, FSPC(s) is RAN2 wording, not RAN4. So it may unreadable in RAN4 specification.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1-1: Is text proposal (R4-2201296) for TR 38.862 approved 
OK with option 1.
Issue 1-1-2: Can this proposal be approved
With the option 2, the Maximum aggregated bandwidth is the table might be changed in future which will lead the misunderstanding on the spec. As we agreed in previous BCS4/5 discussion, when a band combination is requested, the proponent should solve all the issues including the degradation due to larger CBW. It seems there is no need to fix this value of maximum aggregated bandwidth in the table


 

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
	Issue 1-1-1:

Tentative agreements:
Text proposal (R4-2201296) for TR 38.862 can be approved.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No further discuss in the 2nd round
Issue 1-1-2:
One company support option 1.
Three companies support option 2.
Two companies support option 3.
Tentative agreements:
No agreement on this proposal
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Option 1: No need to further discuss in this meeting due to the timeline.
Option 2: Proponent is encouraged to response companies’ comments and further clarify their proposal. 




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”



Discussion on 2nd round 
Sub-topic 2-1: Proponent of R4-2200462 is encouraged to response companies’ comments and further clarify their proposal.
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	We don’t have a strong motivation on adding the note. However, the max aggregated channel bandwidth must be put in a table not based on the formula “only” but rather based on a case-by-case. What we’d like to make sure is that theoretically possible max aggregated channel bandwidth can be derived by the formula at least contiguous case, the value, however, should not be automatically placed into a table unless corresponding requirements are ready. At least to us, how to derive theoretical possible max channel bandwidth, i.e., the formula, was self-evident so that we thought that the proponent and companies following this activity plan to put the derived value to put in a table, but if this is not the intention(though if so, I have no idea on why we are discussing this self-evident thing) and if everyone has the same view with the Qualcomm, it’s ok.
And I don’t have motivation to explain 38.331/306. Not sure what RAN2 wording or RAN4 wording. Wording must be available across TSs. At least the wording should be consistent across TSs as much as possible.

	Ericsson
	We think a maximum aggregated value for BSC4 and BCS5 combinations might be misleading information and it would be better to use N/A as maximum aggregated value for BSC4 and BCS5 combinations.

	ZTE
	In previous meetings, we commented the maximum aggregated CBW value should be one of the parameters requested by proponent. For BCS4/5, when a general template was used, then it may not easy to say the maximum aggregated CBW, it should case by case.
 ‘N/A’ may not helpful in the table, it could be interpreted that ‘maximum aggregated CBW’  is not applicable. We can discuss further.

	Xiaomi
	Whether N/A means there is no any limitation for the maximum aggregated CBW?
If the answer is Yes, it needs further discuss how to preclude the invalid bandwidth combinations if use N/A as maximum aggregated value for BSC4 and BCS5 combinations, especially for BCS4 without signaling. 

	T-Mobile USA
	We initial thought the formula would be clear, but Nokia’s example of CA_n7B that has a maximum of 50 MHz is an interesting case. If we use N/A, what would happen if in the future 70 MHz was possible. How would the network know if the UE supports up to 50 MHz or 70 MHz aggregated? Would there need to use a traditional BCS? 
The next question is if CA_n7B is an isolated case or if there are other potential issues. We think that for other combinations, including CA_n2B, CA_n25B, CA_n66B or non-contiguous combinations there may well be interest in limiting the aggregated intra-band bandwidth to less than the theoretical maximum. It is unlikely that an operator would have a license for all of n2, n25 or n66, so why should a UE have to support up to the entire bandwidth for the band? 
For this reason, we think that the best approach would be to define a new UE capability: the maximum aggregated bandwidth for an intra-band combination. It is late in the process at this meeting, so maybe this will need to be discussed at the next RAN4 meeting. 

	Ericsson
	Let us explain further what we mean by N/A as maximum aggregated bandwidth. In the end it is up to the UE to make sure via its report of feature set combinations (ultimately in the maximum supported bandwidth in feature set per CC) that UE limits the maximum aggregated BW that it supports (and has been tested for). Hence, it may make sense to not document any maximum aggregated BW for the BCS 4/5 table entries, as the value may be misleading.

	Nokia
	We are afraid that N/A cannot be an option. Imagine replacing 50 MHz for n7B with N/A, I have no idea on requirements for up to which aggregated channel bandwidths are specified in the specification.
To: T-Mobile USA
For the question 1, that’s why we said just signaling BCS4 or 5 alone would cause a problem in the future. However, if the supported aggregated channel bandwidths are explicitly signalled, that problem would not happen.
A legacy UE reports: 10+20 with BCS4
A new UE reports: 10+20 and 10+30 with BCS4
Though BCS4 is the same, but as far as the supported aggregated channel bandwidths are surely reported, the network can understand it if it supports 10+30 of course, I guess.
Regarding the introduction of the aggregated channel bandwidth, we don’t have an answer, but that is another way to avoid using multiple FSPC(s) if you don’t like FSPC(s) or if it actually doesn’t work. We believe it must be better to confirm if it works or not. Otherwise, we would face an issue later. We are saying if this is self-evident, we don’t mind though…
In any case, our point is that apart from FSPC(s) or a new signalling, the value put in max aggregated channel bandwidth is the one whose requirements are specified. If this is the case, the UE shall not just signal BCS4 or 5 alone. If it did, the network would consider the UE supports all possible channel bandwidth up to 70 MHz even if the specifications are not written. In a few years, no problem since the network itself must not be available up to 70 MHz. But if later the network becomes capable of 70 MHz, suddenly it considers the UE capable of 70 MHz even if it is not.



Summary for 2nd round
No agreement.
Topic #2: Improvements to MSD table
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2200463
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: Test points for C-IM and IMD provide additional information necessary apart from ACLR1/ACLR2 while the necessity can be discussed on a case-by-case basis.
Observation 2: Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table since the same format can accommodate Tx / Rx harmonic except for UL configurations.  
Observation 3: PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table since only the difference for a band combination is only MSD value. Having two separate tables is quite redundant.

	R4-2201251
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: WF guideline can be started from Rel-17 for MSD simplification.
Proposal 2: The number for the MSD test point should be limited in a certain value and don’t need to be increased as more bandwidth combinations.
Observation 1: Working group often assume the worst interference condition for MSD due to cross band isolation. And the interference from aggressor band can be considered as flat PSD for case 3 “>ACLR2”.
Proposal 3: RAN4 can specify one type of UL working condition for the MSD due to cross band isolation for case 3 (“>ACLR2”).
Proposal 4: For victim FDD bands due to cross band isolation from another aggressor band, it’s better to mitigate the UL impact of victim FDD bands. Control variable method should be considered for RAN4 when we specify the MSD requirement. Control variable method should be considered for RAN4 when we specify the MSD requirement.
Proposal 5: For the degraded sensitivity, two options are proposed for RAN4 to further evaluate.
Option1: To specify the limited the MSD test configurations for each band combination as below. (The worst sensitivity PSD cases for each band combinations are included as below)
	UL band
	DL band
	UL Fc
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	DL Fc
	DL BW
	MSD

	
	
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(dB)

	n3
	n74
	1720
	20
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	1515.5
	5
	2.6

	n18
	n28
	817.5
	5
	15
	18 (RBstart=0)
	800.5
	5
	4.5

	n34
	n3
	2012.5
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	1877.5
	5
	3

	n46
	n78
	5190
	100
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	3795
	10
	10.4

	n46
	n78
	5190
	100
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	3750
	100
	5.1

	n77
	n41
	3350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	2685
	10
	4.5

	n77
	n41
	3350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	2640
	100
	4.5

	NOTE X: When the victim DL bands are FDD bands, the UL RB allocation of victim FDD bands shouldn’t be configured


Option2: To specify the sensitivity PSD for DL victim band with bandwidth-agnostic method as below.
	UL band
	DL band
	UL Fc
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	Sensitivity PSD of DL band

	
	
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(dBm/MHz)

	n3
	n74
	1720
	20
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	-103.4

	n18
	n28
	817.5
	5
	15
	18 (RBstart=0)
	-100.5

	n34
	n3
	2012.5
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	-100.5

	n46
	n78
	5190
	100
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	-95.0

	n77
	n41
	3350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	-99.9

	NOTE X: When the victim DL bands are FDD bands, the UL RB allocation of victim FDD bands shouldn’t be configured
NOTE Y: Refers to the UL resource blocks shall be located as close as possible to the downlink operating band but confined within the transmission bandwidth configuration for the channel bandwidth in Table 5.3.2-1.


Observation 2: it’s very important to specify the certain UL working condition of aggressor bands for “ACLR1/ACLR2”cases.
Observation 3: It’s better to specify a certain DL channel bandwidth for “ACLR1/ACLR2”cases where all the DL CBW of victim band is located into the first or second adjacent channel of aggressor band.
Proposal 6: Option 1 for P3 WF in R4-2119878 can be starting point for “ACLR1/ACLR2”cases.
Observation 4: it’s recommended to simplify the test configurations that n77 DL BWs are larger than 20 MHz since UL harmonic interference of aggressor band have no impact on the part of allocated RBs for victim band for CA_n12-n77. For the other band combinations, the similar recommendation can be applicable.
Proposal 7: Option 1 for P4 WF in R4-2119878 can be starting point for harmonic interference cases with limited test configurations.

	R4-2202040
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Proposal 1: For applicability (WF P1), we have a preference to start implementing the changes as early as possible due to workload concerns. In Rel-17, the number of test point candidates is relatively small.
Proposal 2: For scope (WF P2), the number of test points for a given MSD type and a given band combination should be kept to the strict minimum, that which corresponds to the highest aggressor channel bandwidth (CBW) and the smallest victim’s CBW.
Proposal 3: For MSD due to cross-band isolation, adopt the following guidelines:
· The UL/DL carrier frequencies shall be carefully selected so as to minimize the frequency distance that separates the UL aggressor carrier from the DL victim’s carrier.
· The aggressor UL carrier shall be configured with the highest supported CBW.
· For the aggressor UL RB configuration:
· If the aggressor is a TDD band, then the aggressor shall be configured with full RB allocation that corresponds to the highest supported CBW.
· If the aggressor is a FDD band and band combination is FDD-FDD, cross-band isolation MSD shall be evaluated assuming co-located gNB radio units. This implies that both the aggressor and the victim are operated at their respective REFSENS levels. 
· The aggressor UL RB configuration LCRB shall be configured according to the Table 7.3.2-3 specifications.
· The aggressor UL RB shall be located as close as possible to the victim’s downlink operating band.
Proposal 4: Adopt WF [1] proposal 4 option 1 for MSD due to harmonics.

	
	
	



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description: Based on the approved WF R4-2119878, companies provided their views on the applicability and scope in this meeting. We’d like to discuss them and make some progress in this meeting.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: Applicability: As agreed in last meeting, the WF guideline only applies to new combinations, targeting in priority TS38.101-1, and may be ported to TS 38.101-3. 
The open issue is which release to be started.
· Proposals
· Option 1: To be started from Rel.17. (Huawei, HiSilicon, Skyworks Solutions, Inc.)
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK88]Option 2: To be started from Rel.18.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-1-2: Scope: The WF guideline only applies to MSD due harmonic and MSD due to cross-band isolation of new combinations. For these two MSD categories:
-	Consider 1 or more relevant MSD test points for different victim CBWs.
-	Introduce at least 1 MSD test point that is compatible with the highest CBW that is mandatory
The open issue is whether the number of test points for a given MSD type and a given band combination should be kept to the strict minimum.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: Others
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description: For MSD due to cross-band isolation, there are some remaining issues to be addressed, e.g. interference type category and the MSD exception table format.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2-1: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation?
· Proposals
· Option 1: To take all these types“>ACLR2”, “ACLR1/ACLR2” and “C-IM3/C-IM5” into consideration.
· Option 1a: the specific necessity of all these tpyes can be discussed on a case-by-case basis
· Option 2: To take only these types“>ACLR2” and “ACLR1/ACLR2” into consideration.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2-2: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation?
· Proposals
· Option 1: To take all these types“>ACLR2”, “ACLR1/ACLR2” and “C-IM3/C-IM5” into consideration.
· Option 1a: the specific necessity of all these tpyes can be discussed on a case-by-case basis
· Option 2: To take only these types“>ACLR2” and “ACLR1/ACLR2” into consideration.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2-3: For MSD test configurations due to cross band isolation, the proposed guidelines are shown below. Are these guidelines agreeable?
	Guideline A: The UL/DL carrier frequencies shall be carefully selected so as to minimize the frequency distance that separates the UL aggressor carrier from the DL victim’s carrier.
	Guideline B: The aggressor UL carrier shall be configured with the highest supported CBW.
	Guideline C: If the aggressor is a TDD band, then the aggressor shall be configured with full RB allocation that corresponds to the highest supported CBW;
	Guideline D: If the aggressor is a FDD band and band combination is FDD-FDD, cross-band isolation MSD shall be evaluated assuming co-located gNB radio units. This implies that both the aggressor and the victim are operated at their respective REFSENS levels;
	Guideline E: The aggressor UL RB configuration LCRB shall be configured according to the Table 7.3.2-3 specifications; and The aggressor UL RB shall be located as close as possible to the victim’s downlink operating band.
	Guideline F: For victim FDD bands due to cross band isolation from another aggressor band, it’s better to mitigate the UL impact of victim FDD bands. Control variable method should be considered for RAN4 when we specify the MSD requirement.
	Guideline G: the MSD due to cross band isolation should be derived based on the specific UL aggressor working condition especially for case 3 (“>ACLR2”).
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, these guidelines can be approved.
· Option 2: No, these guidelines should be further revised (Please provide the corresponding revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2-4: How to specify the MSD due to cross band isolation (“>ACLR2”) for Rel-17 band combinations.
	Proposals
· Option 1: To specify the limited the MSD test configurations for each band combination as below. (The worst sensitivity PSD cases for each band combinations are included as below).
	UL band
	DL band
	UL Fc
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	DL Fc
	DL BW
	MSD
	X band interference source

	
	
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(dB)
	

	n3
	n74
	1720
	20
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	1515.5
	5
	2.6
	>ACLR2

	n18
	n28
	817.5
	5
	15
	18 (RBstart=0)
	800.5
	5
	4.5
	>ACLR2

	n34
	n3
	2012.5
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	1877.5
	5
	3
	>ACLR2

	n46
	n78
	5190
	100
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	3795
	10
	10.4
	>ACLR2

	n46
	n78
	5190
	100
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	3750
	100
	5.1
	>ACLR2

	n77
	n41
	3350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	2685
	10
	4.5
	>ACLR2

	n77
	n41
	3350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	2640
	100
	4.5
	>ACLR2

	NOTE X: When the victim DL bands are FDD bands, the UL RB allocation of victim FDD bands shouldn’t be configured



· Option 2: To specify the sensitivity PSD for DL victim band with bandwidth-agnostic method as below.
	UL band
	DL band
	UL Fc
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	Sensitivity PSD of DL band
	X band interference source

	
	
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(dBm/MHz)
	

	n3
	n74
	1720
	20
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	-103.4
	>ACLR2

	n18
	n28
	817.5
	5
	15
	18 (RBstart=0)
	-100.5
	>ACLR2

	n34
	n3
	2012.5
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	-100.5
	>ACLR2

	n46
	n78
	5190
	100
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	-95.0
	>ACLR2

	n77
	n41
	3350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	-99.9
	>ACLR2

	NOTE X: When the victim DL bands are FDD bands, the UL RB allocation of victim FDD bands shouldn’t be configured
NOTE Y: Refers to the UL resource blocks shall be located as close as possible to the downlink operating band but confined within the transmission bandwidth configuration for the channel bandwidth in Table 5.3.2-1.



· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 2-3
Sub-topic description: For MSD due to harmonic interference /harmonic mixing, there are some remaining issues to be addressed, e.g. FFS is Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables should be kept separate, and if PC2 and PC3 MSD should also be kept in separate tables..
Issue 2-3-1: Is it agreeable that Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-3-2: Is it agreeable that PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-3-3: Is it agreeable to adopt WF R4-2119878 proposal 4 option 1 for MSD due to harmonics?
Option 1: Capture into a single table all sources of interference leading to Harmonic Interference MSD, and capture UL/DL harmonic order in a dedicated column. The table format below may be used.
[image: ]
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1 
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1-2: Scope: The WF guideline only applies to MSD due harmonic and MSD due to cross-band isolation of new combinations. For these two MSD categories:
Option 2: Others
We understand that minimizing the number of requirements can save our time. On the other hand, there may be case that setting several requirements is meaningful and useful.

	Skyworks
	Issue 2-1-1: option 1
Issue 2-2-2: We understand Nokia’s concerns and understand that, from a scheduler perspective, there is value in having multiple test points for a given band combination. The C-IM test points for close proximity MSD is one example as presented in obs. 1 of R4-2200463. However, from our perspective, the goal of this MSDs is to verify the impact of the Tx chain performance on the Rx chain REFSENS, so, a counter-IM test point and an ACLR region 1 test point do not verify a better Tx/Rx chain isolation performance. Only the MSD value may be different between these two test points because the amount of interference integrated by the victim may not be the same portion of the aggressor PSD. In other words, what matters is not necessarily to always define a test point that guarantees maximum MSD level, but one test point that brings value to verifying the UE RF-FE characteristics, such as Tx-Rx isolation, PA linearity etc.. Having said that, we are open to compromise on the number of test points as long as the simplification leads to significant gain in table size / number of test point reduction. 

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1-1: 
Option 1
Issue 2-1-2: 
Option 1. To Nokia, current situation is that the MSD test points are still increasing for a specific band combination as the channel bandwidth is increasing. It’s meaningless to specify so much in RAN4 core spec without accurate estimation and technical justification. That’s why we’d like to restrict the number of test points to improve the quality of specification.

	ZTE
	Issue 2-1-1: 
A question for clarification, which RAN4 meeting to implement? 
I think it will impact on the basket work in Rel-17. Basket big CR will use the exising table in the spec and it seems it is not easy to convert the new configurations who using existing table to fit the new table. (At least i see different views on some exsiting configurations. ). , so it is not clear how to treat the runing configuration if new tables are used.

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-1-1:
It seems for NR CA, the number of impacted combos is not large as checked by HW’s paper, but probably need to check the impact on EN-DC’s combo.
Issue 2-1-2:
Ok to reduce the number of configuration but would like to clarify what the strict minimum means here? 

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1-1: 
Option 1
Issue 2-1-2: 
Option 1. A maximum of 2 test points could be considered


 
Sub topic 2-2 
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Issue 2-2-1: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation
Either of Option 1 or Option 1a is OK.
Issue 2-2-2: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation?
Either of Option 1 or Option 1a is OK.
Issue 2-2-3: For MSD test configurations due to cross band isolation, the proposed guidelines are shown below. Are these guidelines agreeable?
Option 2. For inter band CA, in reality collocated scenarios must not always the case. As we commented in our paper, it should be discussed on a case-by-case basis specifically if the frequency distance between victim and aggressor is close. 
For instance, B and C, it would make sense if the frequency separation between victim and aggressor is far away.
Regarding D and E, for this cross band isolation, people must not interested in the situation of reference of the aggressor band hence, it would not be reasonable to restrict our choice of freedom based on the uplink configuration of the aggressor refsense.
Regarding F, this is a good point in practice. In most cases, this could be resolved by selecting the smallest channel bandwidth, but even if we select the smallest one, there would be a band whose desense is not avoided. What are we going to do for this case? Do we reduce power of a victim FDD band?
Issue 2-2-4: How to specify the MSD due to cross band isolation (“>ACLR2”) for Rel-17 band combinations.
Option 1(BTW, why is not 15 but rather 5 MHz for n18 selected?)


	Skyworks
	Issue 2-2-1: 
Option 1a for the reasons explained in R4-2202040: for the case of cross-band isolation MSD for LB-LB FDD-FDD (LB=low-band) combinations, it does not make sense to specify ACLR1/2 region test points because RAN4 may assume that both of the LB gNb radio units are co-located, ie, both the victim and the aggressor are operated at REFSENS. In that case, we propose the aggressor uses its own REFSENS UL RB configuration (as specified in Table 7.3.2-3) when measuring the victim’s cross-band MSD rather than a fully allocated configuration. However, when the aggressor is a TDD band the full RB allocation should be used to verify cross-band isolation MSD. We may optionally keep a C-IM test point as discussed in issue 2-1.
To moderator: is issue 2-2-2 a copy and paste of issue 2-2-1?
Issue 2-2-3: For MSD test configurations due to cross band isolation, the proposed guidelines are shown below. Are these guidelines agreeable?
Option 2: Guidelines A,B,C,D,E. For “F & G” and for which assumptions should be recommended for co-located/non-colocated radio-units could be further discussed off-line.
Thank you Nokia for your views on co-located radio units. We are concerned that if we intend to change co-location assumptions on a case-by-case basis, guidelines may be complicated to follow. We are aware that some network architectures may create situations where radio units are not always co-located even for say, LB-LB. We assume however this is the not the majority case. We proposed A,B…E guidelines as a way to minimize complexity, to ensure consistency, while ensuring this represents the majority of network deployments, and yet guarantee that the UE RF-FE performance is verified. For the LB-LB example of CA_n29-n71 given in our Tdoc, if we did not assume co-located radios, the difference would be an MSD increase, but a fully allocated aggressor configuration would not have verified a new Tx-Rx leakage path, or a new linearity issue, it would just have reflected that the victim may integrate a higher portion of the aggressor PSD. 
Issue 2-2-4: How to specify the MSD due to cross band isolation (“>ACLR2”) for Rel-17 band combinations.
Option 1

	Huawei
	Issue 2-2-1: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation
Option 1a is OK.
Issue 2-2-2: 
To Skyworks, sorry for this mistake. It’s a copy and paste of issue 2-2-1.
Issue 2-2-3: For MSD test configurations due to cross band isolation, the proposed guidelines are shown below. Are these guidelines agreeable?
To Nokia, for guideline F, we can always find a suitable UL configuration to make dense avoided. Based on current spec, UL configuration of 5MHz has no impact on the REFSENS for all FDD bands.
Issue 2-2-4: How to specify the MSD due to cross band isolation (“>ACLR2”) for Rel-17 band combinations.
Both options are OK. 
To Nokia, since UL 18RB is used for band n18, 5MHz is enough to configure it.

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-2-1: 
It seems that current approach is close to Option 1a?
Issue 2-2-3:
Regarding Guideline B, the highest supported CBW might change in the future, then is additional configuration needed?
Regarding Guideline E, is it for the FDD aggressor? As Guideline C mentions full UL allocation is used for the TDD aggressor.
Regarding Guideline F, would like to clarify the “Control variable method”.
Issue 2-2-4:
For option 2, would like to clarify the term “Sensitivity PSD”, it seems that it is not commonly used?
BTW, currently n46 only support UL channel BW up to 80MHz (with 216 UL RB configuration).

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-2-1: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation
Option 1a
Issue 2-2-2: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation?
Option 1a
Issue 2-2-4: How to specify the MSD due to cross band isolation (“>ACLR2”) for Rel-17 band combinations.
Option 1


 
Sub topic 2-3
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Issue 2-3-1: Is it agreeable that Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table
Option 2: No
Issue 2-3-2: Is it agreeable that PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table
Option 1: Yes


	Skyworks
	Issue 2-3-1: Is it agreeable that Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table
We prefer Option 1 (yes). But for the sake of making progress, we are ok to compromise and keep tables separated as long as we no longer specify the Tx harmonic MSD and the Rx harmonic mixing MSD for every single CBW of the victim’s band.
Issue 2-3-2: Is it agreeable that PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table?
Option 1 (Yes)
Issue 2-3-3: Is it agreeable to adopt WF R4-2119878 proposal 4 option 1 for MSD due to harmonics?
In our opinion, option 1 “yes”, but if the consensus in 2-3-1 is to keep the tables separated then we are ok to compromise and keep separate tables for Rx/Tx harmonic MSD, while regrouping PC2 and PC3 in each of these tables (issue 2-3-2 option 1). This compromise will achieve ample simplifications.

	Huawei
	Issue 2-3-1: Is it agreeable that Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table
Option 1. It may bring some benefits from specification architecture and mainteinance.
Issue 2-3-2: Is it agreeable that PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table?
Option 1. Question here is how to coordinate the working group and different WI rapporteur to implement it.
Issue 2-3-3: Is it agreeable to adopt WF R4-2119878 proposal 4 option 1 for MSD due to harmonics?
Option 1 looks simple and unified. Maybe SCS of UL and DL should be added, as well.

	ZTE
	Issue 2-3-2:
Option 2. Overlapping would happen in different rapporteurs big CR since same table is implemented. Coordination between rapporteurs are not always workable.
Issue 2-3-3:
Separate the tables for PC2 and PC3.

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-3-1: Is it agreeable that Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table
Slightly prefer option 2, but can hear more views on it.
Issue 2-3-2: Is it agreeable that PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table
OK for option 1.
Issue 2-3-3:
One comment on the frequency test point that it seems RAN5 had already worked on the reference test point on each band, we are wondering whether it can leave it up to RAN5, and we just specify the condition in RAN4.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-3-1: Is it agreeable that Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table
Option 2: No
Issue 2-3-2: Is it agreeable that PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table
Option 1: Yes
Issue 2-3-3: Is it agreeable to adopt WF R4-2119878 proposal 4 option 1 for MSD due to harmonics?
Option 2. format ok, but it is preferable to separate harmonic mixing from UL harmonic. Is this not the same question as 2-3-1?


 

CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	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#2-1
	Issue 2-1-1: The open issue is which release to be started.
Three companies support option 1. 
One company comment which meeting to implement these changes and how to coordinate all the rapporteurs.
One company comment on the impact on ENDC combos for R17.
Tentative agreements:
From moderators’ perspective, the combos introduced in R17 are allowed to be discussed. It’s encouraged to address companies’ comments 

Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Issue 2-1-2: The open issue is whether the number of test points for a given MSD type and a given band combination should be kept to the strict minimum:
It seems that most of companies agree to reduce or restrict the number of test points. Companies need to clarify what the strict minimum means here. One company proposed maximum of 2 text points.
Tentative agreements:
It’s agreed to reduce or restrict the number of test points for a given MSD type and a given band combination
FFS the number of text points.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:


	Sub-topic#2-2
	Issue 2-2-1: How to arrange the interference type category for MSD due to cross-band isolation?
Tentative agreements:
Option 1a is agreed.

Issue 2-2-3: For MSD test configurations due to cross band isolation, the proposed guidelines are shown below. Are these guidelines agreeable?
Some guidelines can be agreed, but guideline B, D, E, F may need further clarification based on the comments.
Tentative agreements:
Further discuss guideline B, D, E, F and see whether they can be agreed after revising or clarifying them
Issue 2-2-4: How to specify the MSD due to cross band isolation (“>ACLR2”) for Rel-17 band combinations.
Four companies support option 1
Tentative agreements:
Option 1 as baseline.

	Sub-topic#2-3
	Issue 2-3-1: Is it agreeable that Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table?
Two companies support option 1. Three companies support option 2.
Tentative agreements:
No agreement.
Issue 2-3-2: Is it agreeable that PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table?
Five companies support option 1. One company support option 2.
Tentative agreements:
PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table, but companies need to clarify how to solve the overlapping in different rapporteurs big CR for same table.
Issue 2-3-3: Is it agreeable to adopt WF R4-2119878 proposal 4 option 1 for MSD due to harmonics?
It seems that the format of proposal can be baseline. Whether to separate Rx/Tx harmonic MSD and whether to merge PC2/PC3 table can follow the conclusion on issue 2-3-1 and issue 2-3-2.
One company comment that the specific reference test point can be up to RAN5 and we just specify the condition in RAN4
Tentative agreements:
Further discuss whether we can achieve some limited options for this issue in the 2nd round WF





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

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



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
Sub-topic 2-1 Discuss WF on improvements to MSD table
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	A question for clarification for the relationship between P2 and other proposals:
It was said in P2 that text points is FFS, but it seems only 1 text point (worst cases?)  is selected in clause 3 and 4.

	Skyworks
	Thank you for sharing draft WF. 
To address ZTE good question, we could rephrase P2 to narrow the number of test points that needs FFS and perhaps adopt P2 as:
P2: Restrict the number of test points for a given band combination and:
- FFS if a maximum of [2] test points per combination is sufficient for MSD due to harmonics,
- FFS if a maximum of [4] test points per combination is sufficient for MSD due to Xband isolation.
P5 A/C/G: Agree.
P5-B: This guideline is essential and should be highlighted in green. Configuring the UL band with its highest supported CBW ensures that IMD products have maximum reach. So, this guideline is key to ensuring the lowest order IM can reach the affected (victim band) DL band. Otherwise Xband MSD may be underestimated. 
To address WF question “How to handle higher CBW in future?”, we may consider capturing the following options in WF:
               - Option 1: exceptionally add 1 test point for this CBW.
- Option 2: The MSD for new CBW replaces the previously agreed MSD value for the victim's lowest CBW.
Other options not precluded.
P5-D:  This guideline should be highlighted in green since this is the assumption made this week in the evaluation of CA_n29-n71 MSD. It was considered that assuming co-located radio units is a guideline that aims at finding the right balance between not under-estimating and not over-estimating Xband isolation MSD. It is reasonable to assume this is the case for the majority of network deployments. It has also the benefit of providing a clear and simple guideline as to how the UL band RB configuration should be selected. For n29 MSD due to close proximity with UL band n71, had we not assumed co-located radios, the 5MHz lower channel MSD would have been even higher than the agreed 17dB MSD, hence over un-necessarily over-estimating the MSD. Refer to [R4-2202035] for more details.
P5-E: This is a consequence of P5-D and should also be in green.
Since in P6, the example table template aims at specifying MSD for 1 affected DL band CBW, we believe an additional guideline is needed to recommend which DL band CBW shall be used for MSD evaluation. We propose:
P5-H: For Cross-band isolation, the MSD is specified for the smallest affected DL band CBW.

	Nokia
	Thanks Huawei and Skyworks for this work.
P5
For Guideline C, at least this condition is needed. However, this shall not be only the case.
For Guideline D, collocated or not does not have such a meaning here, we think. 
For Guideline E, the UL configuration of the aggressor must have flexibility since we don’t care about the degradation on aggressor’s refsense for this cross band isolation requirement purpose.
For Guideline F, we understand the intention of this. If the victim band is FDD, we understand that the UL RB configuration can be reduced to make the impact of interference from the other band only visible.
P6
Thanks Huawei for the answer for our question on n18. However, we still don’t understand why n18 uses 5 MHz. It must be 15 MHz. The impact of IMD of 15 MHz becomes more severer than that of 5 MHz. So, we still, don’t understand why RB of 18 can be the reason to select 5 MHz…The WF proposed Guideline B but we are against it in the same WF???
P8
We don’t think FFS here. This is nothing specific to this discussion 

	
	


Summary for 2nd round
WF R4-2202287 can be approved.
Topic #3: Discussion on draft CRs
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2200464
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Clarify that BCS5 shall not be indicated together with BCS4 for a CA configuraiton.

	R4-2200465
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Clarify that BCS5 shall not be indicated together with BCS4 for a CA configuraiton.

	R4-2200619
	ZTE Corporation
	Add a note to the tables of NR-CA, NR-DC and SUL configuration to indicate BCS5 be release independent to Rel-17 while BCSs other than BCS5 be release independent to Rel-15.

	R4-2201252
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Adds a note for NR-CA, NR-DC and SUL to indicate that configurations with BCSs other than BCS5 are release independent from Rel-15. However, configurations with BCS5 are Release independent from Rel-17.

	R4-2201253
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	To introduce 10/20/30/70/90 MHz MSD due harmonic for DC_8_n79.
To introduce 70 MHz MSD due cross band isolation for DC_1_n40.
To introduce 70 MHz MSD due cross band isolation for DC_7_n40.



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 

CRs/TPs comments collection
Companies can comment the CR directly.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2200464
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2200465

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2200619
	Nokia: We share the necessity of the CR, but we don’t need to duplicate the same text in multiple tables. We prefer to add a common text to section 4.

	
	ZTE:  To Nokia: We have no strong opinion on where to put the text, both in common part or in multiple tables will be ok for us. If companies agree to add a common text, we can revise the CR.

	
	Xiaomi: agree Nokia’s comments, it should be added as a common text. And the BCS5 is allowed for early implementation from Rel-15 should also be clarified in the common text.

	
	Qualcomm: Agree with Xiaomi’s comments on the early implementation. In addition, we need to wait for the conclusion from RAN2 then we can capture the accurate text in RAN4 spec. 

	R4-2201252
	Nokia: We share the necessity of the CR, but we don’t need to duplicate the same text in multiple tables. We prefer to add a common text to section 4.

	
	Huawei: Since BCS4 is only applicable to NR CA, NR DC and SUL, we can’t always add common text into section 4. My preference is till to keep them into different kind of band combinations.

	
	Xiaomi: agree Nokia’s comments, it should be added as a common text. And the BCS5 is allowed for early implementation from Rel-15 should also be clarified in the common text.

	
	Qualcomm: Agree with Xiaomi’s comment on the early implementation. In addition, we need to wait for the conclusion from RAN2 then we can capture the accurate text in RAN4 spec.

	R4-2201253
	

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
R4-2200464 is agreeable
R4-2200465 is agreeable
R4-2201253 is agreeable
Since company comment that we still need to wait for the final conclusion from RAN2, it’s recommended to postpone these two draft CR R4-2200619 and R4-2201252 in next meeting. Companies can further consider other companies’ suggestion.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No further discussion in 2nd round.




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

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



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
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: Reply LS on NR CA capability for BCS5
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2201295
	Xiaomi
	Question 1: Is BCS5 required to be release independent by RAN4?
Answer 1: From RAN4 perspective, BCS5 and new signaling were introduced in Rel-17, and BCS5 with new signaling is allowed for early implementation from Rel-15.

Question 2: Can BCS5 be reported together with BCS4 or not?
Answer 2: BCS5 can’t be reported together with BCS4.

	
	
	



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 4-1
Sub-topic description: Based on the chairman note in RAN4#101e meeting, the following agreements were reached in RAN4#101e.
[Agreement:]
-	BCS5 can’t be release independent from R15 from RAN4 perspective.
-	To respond RAN2 LS R2-2109073, the following answers are agreeable in RAN4
-	Question 1: Is BCS5 required to be release independent by RAN4?
-	Answer 1: From RAN4 perspective, BCS5 and new signaling were introduced in Rel-17, and BCS5 with new signaling is allowed for early implementation from Rel-15.
-	Question 2: Can BCS5 be reported together with BCS4 or not?
-	Answer 2: BCS5 can’t be reported together with BCS4
-	Xiaomi will draft LS in the next meeting.
If there is no further comment, we can conclude this topic in the 1st round.
Issue 4-1-1: Is draft LS (R4-2201295) agreeable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: Others
· Recommended WF
· Option 1
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 4-1 
	Company
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Option1

	ZTE
	Option 1. The contents were already approved in last meeting.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1


 
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#4-1
	Tentative agreements:
Draft LS (R4-2201295) is agreeable
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No further discussion in 2nd round.





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 …
	YYY
	

	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	WF on improvements to MSD table
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	R4-2200462
	Handling of maximum aggregated channel bandwidth for BCS4/5
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2200463
	MSD table improvements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2200464
	Draft CR: Clarification on no simultaneous signalling of BCS4 and 5 for 38.101-1
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2200465
	Draft CR: Clarification on no simultaneous signalling of BCS4 and 5 for 38.101-3
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2200619
	Draft CR to TS 38.307 on Release independence of band combination set 4 and 5
	ZTE Corporation
	Postponed
	

	R4-2201251
	Discussion on simplifying extended MSD table
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2201252
	Draft CR for 38.307 to introduce release independent method for BCS4/5
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Postponed
	

	R4-2201295
	Reply LS on NR CA capability for BCS5
	Xiaomi
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2201296
	TP for TR 38.862 on the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA with BCS4/BCS5
	Xiaomi
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2202040
	Discussion on NR-CA and EN-DC MSD Table Simplifications
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Noted
	

	R4-2201253
	Draft CR for 38.101-3 to introduce MSD requirements for missing bandwidths
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agreeable
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk86239979]
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



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
	

	R4-2202287
	WF on improvements to MSD table
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Approved
	



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
Annex 
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Huawei
	Peng (Henry) Zhang
	zhangpeng169@Huawei.com

	Nokia
	Hiromasa Umeda
	hiromasa.umeda@nokia.com



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)
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