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Topic #1: UE parameters
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary

	T-doc number
	Title
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2304193
	study on feasibility at FR1 UE side
	CMCC
	Observation 1: for FR1, IBE is frequency flat based on current simulation assumption, i.e. IBE level is the same as isolation RB  increases. 
Observation 2: since we assume ACS as frequency flat, it’s also reasonable to assume sub-band selectivity as frequency flat.
Proposal 1: commercial UE could have much better NF than used in 3GPP requirement definition, e.g. 3dB better. So best 7dB NF performance is suggested for FR1.
Proposal 2: To align RAN1 and RAN4’s NF assumption, it’s better to send the NF assumption to RAN1.

	R4-2304538
	Considerations on feasibility of UE aspects
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal 1: It is proposed to apply nonlinear UE NF model for SBFD simulations presented in section 2 and copied below:



Copy of Figure 1. Behavior of UE NF as a function of the short-term average total input power in the operating band

Copy of Table 1. Example parametrization of proposed UE NF model
	
	UE linearity, FR1 

	Enhanced UE linearity, FR1
	FR2
	

	A
	-46
	-30
	(-46, FFS)
	dBm

	B
	-25
	-25
	(-25, FFS)
	dBm

	C
	9
	9
	10
	dB

	D
	72
	24
	FFS
	dB



Proposal 2: If only the input level resulting from one network in the operating band is known or simulated, the input to the NF model should be scaled according to the typical number of operators using SBFD in the operating band.

	R4-2305205
	Discussion on implementation feasibility study of SBFD: FR1 UE Aspects and TP to TR 38.858
	Samsung
	Observation 1: For UE not saturated by interference signal, the major factors which could impact UE receiver sub-band selectivity performance are: (a) Receiver non-linearity leading to inter-modulation products; (b) spectral leakage by FFT operation due to frequency/time synchronization error. 
Proposal 1: TR 38.858 shall capture the relevant theoretical analysis and measurement results to justify: Spectral leakage by FFT operation due to frequency/time synchronization error is not major factor. 
Proposal 2: RAN4 shall clarify that the definition of sub-band/in-channel selectivity for SBFD feasibility study purpose, i.e., the definition is provided with being scaled by the ratio of UL and DL subband BWs, 
· The definition of sub-band/in-channel selectivity for SBFD feasibility study purpose
· For one input level and one jammer level, Sub-band/In channel selectivity is the ratio of the receive power density on the assigned sub-band to the receive power density on the adjacent sub-band after FFT operation. 
Which is aligned with the following existing RAN4 agreement:
	RAN4 Agreement (based on RAN4#105, R4-2220245)
Proposed agreement (Clarification on co-channel RX model):
For FR1: Pinterference_co-channel_FR1 = Pinterferer – (X dB + 10*log10(max(1,BWinterference /BWvictim_subband)))
· X value is FFS
For FR2-1: Pinterference_co-channel_FR2-1 = Pinterferer – (Y dB + 10*log10(max(1,BWinterference /BWvictim_subband)))
· Y value is FFS



Observation 2: The factor 10*log10(max(1, BWvictim_subband/BWinterference)) could further increase the level of subband selectivity performance based on the clarified definition in Proposal 2. 
Proposal 3: For the sub-band selectivity performance level typical for legacy UE, the following is used for SBFD feasibility study purpose: 
· FR1: Subband selectivity (or in-band selectivity) level is 33dB. 
· Note 1: based on the performance typical for legacy UE
· Note 2: Scaling factor 10*log10(max(1, BWvictim_subband/BWinterference)) considered in subband selectivity performance level, based on RAN1/4 definition.

	R4-2305304
	Feasibility study from FR1 UE aspect
	Huawei, HiSilicon
		Proposal 1: For system study, 33 dB sub-band selectivity is proposed for FR1 UE
Proposal 2: 
· Use a fixed value noise figure model for the purpose of system level simulation for SBFD.
· FR1 UE: 9dB

	R4-2305401
	Discussion on SBFD capable FR1 UE RF requirement
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: if sub-band configuration is still similar or the same as UE specific carrier bandwidth configuration level, then sub-band filtering should be still achievable based on the existing UE implementation, if sub-band configuration is not aligned with UE specific carrier bandwidth, then sub-band selectivity should be left up for UE capability or UE implementation.

	R4-2305708
	On feasibility of FR1 UE aspect
	MediaTek Inc.
		Proposal 1: For FR1, RAN4 to select 27.5 dB for sub-band/in-channel selectivity.

	R4-2305812
	FR1 UE modelling
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal: Typical FR1 UE sub-band selectivity is 33 dB.
Proposal: Typical FR1 noise figure to be modelled as 7 dB. 
Proposal: NF is 7 dB for adjacent channel, just as in co-channel.

	R4-2304194
	study on feasibility at FR2 UE side
	CMCC
	Observation 1: for FR2 QPSK, the guard band (1PRB for FR2 in RAN1 and 3PRB for FR2 in RAN4) is less than what is needed to achieve flat IBE (5PRB for LCRB=26), therefore, for FR2, current IBE model is not flat with guard band assumption.
Observation 2: for FR2, IBE could be assumed as frequency flat only for 256 QAM in RAN4.
Observation 3: since we assume ACS as frequency flat, it’s also reasonable to assume sub-band selectivity as frequency flat.
Proposal 1: commercial UE could have much better NF than used in 3GPP requirement definition, e.g., 3dB better. So best 7.5 dB NF performance is suggested for FR2.

	R4-2305206
	Discussion on implementation feasibility study of SBFD: FR2 UE Aspects
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: RAN4 shall follow the same clarification on the definition of FR2 UE sub-band/in-channel selectivity, same as FR1 UE, i.e., 
· For one input level and one jammer level, Sub-band/In channel selectivity is the ratio of the receive power density on the assigned sub-band to the receive power density on the adjacent sub-band after FFT operation. 
Proposal 2: For the sub-band selectivity performance level typical for legacy UE, the following is used for SBFD feasibility study purpose: 
· FR2: Subband selectivity (or in-band selectivity) level is 30dB. 
· Note 1: based on the performance typical for legacy UE
· Note 2: Scaling factor 10*log10(max(1, BWvictim_subband/BWinterference)) considered in subband selectivity performance level, based on RAN1/4 definition.
Proposal 3: Further confirmation is needed for the adjacent channel leakage ratio performance for typical FR2 UE implementations, which is achieved at the maximum power: 
· Option 1: 24dB (by following WF R4-2302977)
· Option 2: 23dB (by following WF R4-2217513)
Proposal 4: RAN4 further study whether the level of 23dB (from ACS) can reflect the adjacent channel selectivity performance level for typical FR2 UE implementations. 

	R4-2305305
	Feasibility study from FR2 UE aspect
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: For system study, 30 dB sub-band selectivity is proposed for FR2 UE
Proposal 2: Use a fixed value noise figure model for the purpose of system level simulation for SBFD.
· FR2-1 UE: 10 dB

	R4-2305709
	On feasibility of FR2 UE aspect
	MediaTek Inc.
	Proposal 1: For FR2-1, RAN4 to select 24.5 dB for sub-band/in-channel selectivity.

	R4-2305811
	FR2 UE modelling
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal: Typical FR2-1 UE sub-band selectivity is 34 dB.
Proposal: Typical FR2-1 noise figure to be modelled as 7.5 dB. 
Proposal: NF is 7.5 dB for adjacent channel, just as in co-channel.

	R4-2305008
	Discussion on remaining SBFD UE RF issues
	Ericsson
	Observation 1: Whether to consider sub-filtering for SBFD aware UE will be determined after co-existence and co-channel studies
Proposal 1: Propose to use 33 dB as the sub-band co-channel selectivity value in FR1.Compare and calculate SNR

Proposal 2: Propose to use 23 dB as the sub-band co-channel selectivity value in FR2-1.
Proposal 3: Propose to use 9 dB as FR1 noise figure for co-channel and adjacent-channel CLI analysis.
Proposal 4: Propose to use 10 dB as FR2-1 noise figure for co-channel and adjacent-channel CLI analysis.

	R4-2305077
	Remaining issues for full duplex at UE side
	vivo
		Proposal 1: Apply existing UR RF requirements for both legacy and SBFD-aware UEs.
Observation 1: The value 34dB co-channel selectivity is even higher than ACS for FR2. 
Proposal 2: For receiver sub-band selectivity, consider a lower level, such as 20 dB for both FR1 and FR2.

	R4-2305710
	Discussion on UE RF requirement impacts from SBFD
	MediaTek Inc.
	Observation 1: Guard band can be considered for a legacy UEs in an SBFD-operating BS in order to minimize the impacts to the legacy UE.
Observation 2: The capability of sub-band filtering of an SBFD-aware UE can be reported to network and network does not need to consider guard band for the UE if its intended RB size can be allocated.
Proposal 1: RAN4 to perform system level evaluation by using NF 9dB for FR1, and 10dB for FR2-1 as a starting point.



Open issues summary
Before Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
[bookmark: _Hlk132860492][bookmark: _Hlk132863874]Sub-topic 1-1 FR1 noise figure
Sub-topic description: How to model the UE noise figure in FR1
In RAN4 #106,  RAN4 the agreed to use a fixed value model.
· Proposals
· Option 1: 7 dB (QCOM R4-2305812 ,CMCC R4-2304193)
· Option 2: 9 dB ( MTK R4-2305710 ,Ericsson R4-2305008 ,Huawei R4-2305304)
· Option 3: Change previous RAN4 agreement on using fixed value model and use the piecewise model from Nokia (R4-2304538)
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options in round1

[bookmark: _Hlk132860524][bookmark: _Hlk132864982]Sub-topic 1-2 FR2-1 noise figure
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
In RAN4 #106,  RAN4 the agreed to use a fixed value model.
· Proposals
· Option 1: 7.5 dB (CMCC R4-2304194, QCOM R4-2305811)
· Option 2: 10 dB (MTK R4-2305710,Ericsson  R4-2305008,Huawei R4-2305305)
· Option 3: Change previous RAN4 agreement on using fixed value model and use the piecewise model from Nokia (R4-2304538)

· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options in round1

[bookmark: _Hlk132860749][bookmark: _Hlk132869778]Sub-topic 1-3 LS to RAN1 on UE noise figure
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· If  RAN4 concludes on new NF values, send LS to RAN1 (CMCC R4-2304193)
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options in round1
[bookmark: _Hlk132860540][bookmark: _Hlk132863892]Sub-topic 1-4 Definition of subband selectivity for both FR1 and FR2-1 UE
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· The definition of sub-band/in-channel selectivity for SBFD feasibility study purpose: For one input level and one jammer level, Sub-band/In channel selectivity is the ratio of the receive power density on the assigned sub-band to the receive power density on the adjacent sub-band after FFT operation.  (Samsung R4-2305205)
· For the sub-band selectivity performance level typical for legacy UE, the following is used for SBFD feasibility study purpose: (Samsung R4-2305205)
· Note 1: based on the performance typical for legacy UE
· Note 2: Scaling factor 10*log10(max(1, BWvictim_subband/BWinterference)) considered in subband selectivity performance level, based on RAN1/4 definition.
· Recommended WF Subband selectivity for FR1
· Discuss the options in round1
[bookmark: _Hlk132860556][bookmark: _Hlk132863952]Sub-topic 1-5 Subband in-channel selectivity value FR1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· Option 1: 33 dB (Huawei R4-2305304 ,Samsung R4-2305205, Ericsson R4-2305008 ,QCOM R4-2305812)
· Option 2: 27.5 dB (MTK R4-2305708)
· Option 3: 20 dB (vivo R4-2305077)
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options in round1
[bookmark: _Hlk132860638][bookmark: _Hlk132865180]Sub-topic 1-6 Subband in-channel selectivity value FR2-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· Option 1: 30 dB (Samsung R4-2305206, Huawei R4-2305305)
· Option 2: 24.5 dB (MTK R4-2305709)
· Option 3: 23 dB (Ericsson R4-2305008)
· Option 4: 20 dB (vivo R4-2305077)
· Option 5: 34 dB (QCOM R4-2305811 )
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options in round1
[bookmark: _Hlk132869670]Sub-topic 1-7 Subband-aware UE and subband filtering
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: if sub-band configuration is still similar or the same as UE specific carrier bandwidth configuration level, then sub-band filtering should be still achievable based on the existing UE implementation, if sub-band configuration is not aligned with UE specific carrier bandwidth, then sub-band selectivity should be left up for UE capability or UE implementation.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss this proposal in round 1

[bookmark: _Hlk132869590]Sub-topic 1-8 ACLR performance of FR2-1 UE at maximum power (0 dB backoff)
Sub-topic description: There is some discrepancy between 2 WFs. We want to resolve the discrepancy.
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals (Samsung R4-2305206)
· Option 1: 24dB (by following WF R4-2302977)
· Option 2: 23dB (by following WF R4-2217513)
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options in round1
Sub-topic 1-9 Typical ACS for FR2-1 UE
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: RAN4 further study whether the level of 23dB (from ACS) can reflect the adjacent channel selectivity performance level for typical FR2 UE implementations. (Samsung R4-2305206)
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the FR2 UE ACS in round 1

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
One of the two formats, i.e., either example 1 or 2 can be used by moderators.
Sub topic 1-1  FR1 noise figure
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 2 if use a fixed value. Ok to discuss Option 3

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We are proponents of option 3. 
Last meetings there was no proposals on nonlinear NF model for UE, however, there was extensive discussion on nonlinear NF model for BS, that was finally agreed.
In our view, a similar to BS nonlinear model has to be defined for the UE. In this model, we consider the following assumptions: Wide band intermodulation requirements are specified in TS38.101-1 clause 7.8. It states that the UE need to meet the same BER requirements as for REFSENS while two interfering out of band RF signals are present. Conformance test is done using interfering signal levels of -46 dBm while the wanted signal strength is 6 to 16 dB above the REFSENS requirement according to TS38.101-1 clause 7.8. For this test, the test signals are defined such that all the single sided RF power caused by IMD3 from the two interfering signals are folding into the victim receive bandwidth.

Maximum input level that the UE can be expected to receive is -25 dBm according to TS38.101-1 chapter 7.4. 

The following important facts should be considered:  
· Most 3GPP bands are shared between several operators. 
· RF front end filters used in UE’s are normally covering whole bands. 
· Uplink traffic from operators that use SBFD will therefore not be filtered at all by filters in SBFD aggressor RF front end’s or in victim RF front ends. 
· The only isolation that can be assumed is RF isolation due the coupling loss between aggressor UE’s and victim UE’s. 
· Guard band between spectrum deployed by adjacent operators is so small that there are no practical RF front end filters that can provide sufficient isolation to suppress input signals from spectrally adjacent networks. 
That is why we propose to use non-linear  NF model for UE both for FR1 and FR2.


	CMCC
	Option 1 and option 3 are both OK. Commercial UE’ performance is much better than what is defined in 3GPP. For example, the UE with 2Rx could meet the min REFSENSE requirement for 4Rx in RAN4. i.e. almost 3dB better than what is defined. If option 3 is preferred, point A should be 7dB.


	Samsung
	Based on our understanding, the discussion here on FR1/FR2 noise figure is to provide the reasonable input to RAN1 and/or RAN4 evaluation, by considering: (1) we agree to use “typical” performance rather than minimum performance; (2) some of parameters used in previous system-level simulation may need revision. From that perspective, we are okay to have either Option 1 or Option 2. 

	MediaTek
	For evaluation purpose only, a fixed value was agreed, and we can start with 9dB for FR1 (i.e., Option 2), however, we are open to further discuss Option 3

	Ericsson
	We are both OK with fixed value (option 1, 9 dB) and FR1 linearity model. The enhanced linearity model and FR2 need FFS

	ZTE
	We are fine with option 2 since this is baseline assumption used in the past.


 
April 21 GTW Agreement: Option 2 (9dB) agreed for simulation purpose. 


Sub topic 1-2 FR2-1 noise figure
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 2 if use a fixed value. Ok to discuss Option 3

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	As for FR1 we also for FR2-1 propose option 3 with non-linear NF model. See above for arguments.

	CMCC
	Option 1 and option 3 are both OK. Commercial UE’ performance is much better than what is defined in 3GPP. For example, the UE with 2Rx could meet the min REFSENSE requirement for 4Rx in RAN4. i.e. almost 3dB better than what is defined. If option 3 is preferred, point A should also be 7.5dB for FR2.

	Samsung
	Based on the same reason for FR1, both Option 1 and 2 are okay to us. 

	MediaTek
	For evaluation purpose only, a fixed value was agreed, and we can start with 10dB for FR2-1 (i.e., Option 2), however, we are open to further discuss Option 3

	Ericsson
	We are OK with fixed value (option 1, 10 dB). The enhanced linearity model and FR2 need FFS

	ZTE
	Similar view as Ericsson.


 
April 21 GTW Agreement: Option 2 (10dB) agreed for simulation purpose. 

Sub topic 1-3 LS to RAN1 on UE noise figure
	Company
	Comments

	CMCC
	Proposal is supported.NF is very important factor for final simulation. now the NF used in RAN1 and RAN4 are different. If we have conclusion of final NF, we should apply them in RAN4 simulation and also in RAN1 simulation.

	MediaTek
	Agree to notify RAN1 if RAN4 use different NF values, however it is up to RAN1 whether or not to align with RAN4 in their simulations.

	ZTE
	It’s okay to include them in the LS.



Sub-topic 1-4 Definition of subband selectivity for both FR1 and FR2-1 UE
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Why the receive power density on adjacent sub-band matters? The definition is a little confused.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Effect of non-linear effects seem not to be quantified here.

	CMCC
	Sub-band selectivity is to evaluate the non-linearity impact. From this point of view, it seems total power is better rather than PSD. 

	Samsung
	The intention is not considering PSD rather power, but the intention is to give the definition of sub-band selectivity aligned with existing RAN4 agreement from R4-2220245: 
[bookmark: _Hlk132864198]For FR1: Pinterference_co-channel_FR1 = Pinterferer – (X dB + 10*log10(max(1,BWinterference /BWvictim_subband)))
· X value is FFS
Our understanding is X value here is the value of subband selectivity. If the definition is given as the ratio of power to power, how this can be aligned with the equation here? 

	MediaTek
	Not clear on power density ratio instead of power ratio in the proposed definition.

	Ericsson
	We do not think “power density” is appropriate in the sub-band selectivity definition. Referring to the RAN1 formula, the definition should be the received power over all subcarriers in a given RB which should not be confused with the concept of power “density” 

	ZTE
	It should be receiver power instead of power density. Power over power .



From chair notes in April 21 GTW.
Further clarify in 2nd round with the equation:
· X refers to Sub-band in-channel selectivity value 

Sub topic 1-5 Subband in-channel selectivity value FR1
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 1 as proposed

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 1 (33dB).

	CMCC
	Option 1, the same as ACS value

	Samsung
	Option 1, and this 33dB shall be the X value in the below equation, based on our understanding. Want to check with other companies’ view. 
For FR1: Pinterference_co-channel_FR1 = Pinterferer – (X dB + 10*log10(max(1,BWinterference /BWvictim_subband)))
· X value is FFS

Furthermore, it is better to clarify the value discussed here is “Sub-band selectivity achievable for typical legacy UE”

	MediaTek
	Our calculation indicates the minimum value 27.5dB, therefore either Option 2 or Option 1 is fine. 

	Ericsson
	Option 1, we see that the selectivity is limited by analogue factors. More than 33 dB is consistent with Rx EVM (2%) and consistent with ACS

	ZTE
	We support the option 1



April 21 GTW Agreement: Option 1 (33dB) for simulation usage purpose only based on the assumption of same bandwidth between interference and wanted signals 

Sub topic 1-6 Subband in-channel selectivity value FR2-1
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 1 as proposed

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 5.

	CMCC
	If FR1 we use the same value as ACS, it’s also suggested to reuse the same value as FR2 ACS.

	Samsung
	Option 1. 
Same clarification is desired as FR1. 

	MediaTek
	Our calculation indicates the minimum value as 24.5dB, either Option 2 or Option 1/5 is acceptable. 

	Ericsson
	Option 1, similarly to FR1, the selectivity is limited by analogue factors. 23 dB is consistent with Rx EVM and consistent with ACS

	ZTE
	We support the option 3 which is aligned with FR2-1 ACS requirement.



April 21 GTW Agreement: 23 dB for simulation usage purpose only based on the assumption of same bandwidth between interference and wanted signals 

Sub topic 1-7 Subband-aware UE and subband filtering
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Support option 1.

	CMCC
	Proposal 1 is OK for us.

	Samsung
	P1 is generally okay to us, except the wording “if sub-band configuration is still similar or the same as UE specific carrier bandwidth configuration level” is not accurate to us. What kind of configuration can be regarded as “similar”? 

	MediaTek
	Same concern as Samsung on the vague wording “still similar”, otherwise it would be ok. 

	Ericsson
	Needs to clarify what configuration can be considered aligned with UE-specific BW?



Sub topic 1-8 ACLR performance of FR2-1 UE at maximum power (0 dB backoff)
	Company
	Comments

	CMCC
	24 dB

	Samsung
	We are okay to both, but it is better to clarified to avoid conflicting agreements. 

	MediaTek
	Both options are not far away. We can just pick one.

	ZTE
	It should be option 1.



April 21 GTW Agreement: Option 1(24dB) agreed. 

Sub topic 1-9 Typical ACS for FR2-1 UE
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	OK with proposal 1.

	CMCC
	ACS value is the same as ICS, i.e. issue 1-6.

	Samsung
	As proponent of P1 we support this proposal to further discuss this. 

	MediaTek
	Ok with the proposal to have further study.

	Ericsson
	We should check if there is any co-existence issue first

	ZTE
	We need to focus on the minimum requirement instead of further exploring more stringent requirement indeed.




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 1-3 LS to RAN1 on UE noise figure
	Tentative agreements: If RAN4 concludes on both FR1 and FR2 noise model include this in LS to RAN1.  If both are not concluded then no LS info to be sent,
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Should  be part of general thread discussion [306]

	Sub-topic 1-4 Definition of subband selectivity for both FR1 and FR2-1 UE
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: We will discuss in WF

	Sub-topic 1-7 Subband-aware UE and subband filtering
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: We will discuss in WF

	Sub-topic 1-9 Typical ACS for FR2-1 UE
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: We will discuss in WF



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Topic #2: Text Proposals
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary

	T-doc number
	Title
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	FR1
	
	
	

	R4-2305009
	TP to TR 38.858 on Feasibility of FR1 UE aspects
	Ericsson
	

	R4-2305075
	TP on feasibility of FR1 UE aspects
	vivo
	

	R4-2305205
	Discussion on implementation feasibility study of SBFD: FR1 UE Aspects and TP to TR 38.858
	Samsung
	

	R4-2305813
	TP to TR 38.858 feasibility of and impact on FR1 UE RF requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	

	FR2
	
	
	

	R4-2305010
	TP to TR 38.858 on Feasibility of FR2 UE aspects
	Ericsson
	

	R4-2305076
	TP on feasibility of FR2 UE aspects
	vivo
	

	R4-2305814
	TP to TR 38.858 feasibility of and impact on FR2 UE RF requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	



Open issues summary
Before Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1 FR1 TPs
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· Company identified in the work split (Mediatek) to choose one TP as a basis then integrate TPs consistent with agreements during the meeting
· Recommended WF
· Mediatek to lead discussion on TP during round 1 up to the comment deadline 8:00 UTC on Thursday. There is a folder here. FR1 UE TP

Sub-topic 2-2 FR2 TPs
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· Proposals
· Company identified in the work split (Qualcomm) to choose one TP as a basis then integrate TPs consistent with agreements during the meeting
· Recommended WF
· Qualcomm to lead discussion on TP during round 1 up to the comment deadline 8:00 UTC on Thursday. There is a folder here. FR2 UE TP
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
One of the two formats, i.e., either example 1 or 2 can be used by moderators.
Sub topic 2-1 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Per Moderator’s advice The initial draft consolidating all TPs on feasibility of FR1 UE aspects has been uploaded to the assigned folder for further comments.


 
Sub topic 2-2 
	Company
	Comments

	QCOM
	Per Moderator’s advice The initial draft consolidating all TPs on feasibility of FR2-1 UE aspects has been uploaded to the assigned folder for further comments.



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:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 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”.

Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	R4-2305970
	TP to TR 38.858 on Feasibility of FR1 UE aspects
	MediaTek
	Draft is available in the [307] draft folder for comment

	R4-2305969
	WF for SBFD feasibility study and requirements impact from UE aspect
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Work on remaining open issues during round 2



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2304193
	
	study on feasibility at FR1 UE side
	CMCC
	Noted
	

	R4-2304538
	
	Considerations on feasibility of UE aspects
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2305205
	
	Discussion on implementation feasibility study of SBFD: FR1 UE Aspects and TP to TR 38.858
	Samsung
	Noted
	

	R4-2305304
	
	Feasibility study from FR1 UE aspect
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2305401
	
	Discussion on SBFD capable FR1 UE RF requirement
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2305708
	
	On feasibility of FR1 UE aspect
	MediaTek Inc.
	Noted
	

	R4-2305812
	
	FR1 UE modelling
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2304194
	
	study on feasibility at FR2 UE side
	CMCC
	Noted
	

	R4-2305206
	
	Discussion on implementation feasibility study of SBFD: FR2 UE Aspects
	Samsung
	Noted
	

	R4-2305305
	
	Feasibility study from FR2 UE aspect
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2305709
	
	On feasibility of FR2 UE aspect
	MediaTek Inc.
	Noted
	

	R4-2305811
	
	FR2 UE modelling
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2305008
	
	Discussion on remaining SBFD UE RF issues
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2305077
	
	Remaining issues for full duplex at UE side
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2305710
	
	Discussion on UE RF requirement impacts from SBFD
	MediaTek Inc.
	Noted
	

	R4-2305009
	
	TP to TR 38.858 on Feasibility of FR1 UE aspects
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2305075
	
	TP on feasibility of FR1 UE aspects
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2305205
	
	Discussion on implementation feasibility study of SBFD: FR1 UE Aspects and TP to TR 38.858
	Samsung
	Noted
	

	R4-2305813
	
	TP to TR 38.858 feasibility of and impact on FR1 UE RF requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2305010
	
	TP to TR 38.858 on Feasibility of FR2 UE aspects
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2305076
	
	TP on feasibility of FR2 UE aspects
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2305814
	R4-2305971
	TP to TR 38.858 feasibility of and impact on FR2 UE RF requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	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
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2305969
	
	WF for SBFD feasibility study and requirements impact from UE aspect
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2305970
	
	TP to TR 38.858 on Feasibility of FR1 UE aspects
	MediaTek
	Agreeable
	



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
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