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Introduction
At RAN#88 a compromise was discussed for the FR2 fallback topic which had two parts:
1. UE must support all the fallback band combinations
2. UE conformance requirements w.r.t. the fallback band combinations are relaxed
The details of bullet 2 was postponed to RAN#89.
Topic #1: Tx switching enhancementFR2 fallback
Proposed objectives
Initial round
Open issues
Please check if the following proposals are agreeable.  
· UE must support all the fallback band combinations
· UE conformance requirements w.r.t. the fallback band combinations are relaxed:
· The fallback band combinations fulfilling both the following conditions are exempt from requirements:
· consists of multiple sub-blocks
· has at least one sub-block comprising a contiguous CA combination (i.e. a letter B, C, D, …).
· The UE shall comply to all regulatory requirements for all supported band combinations, i.e. including for all fallback band combinations.
· Proposals on the detailed wording in TS38.101-2 and TS38.101-3
· For FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination, there are no RF performance requirements for the fallbacks with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination. Requirements in other specifications are not affected.
· NOTE: The above is an exception with regards to compliance to RF performance requirements. The exception applies to fallback band combinations consisting of multiple subblocks where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination. The exception does not apply to other band combinations.

Companies views’ collection
Issue 1: Is WF RP-201538 agreeable?
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	Yes. The WF presents a reasonable compromise solution to ensure that the UE will support all fallback combinations without adding additional burden on the performance requirements in the case where the fallback combination contains multiple sub-blocks and has at least one sub-block comprising a contiguous CA combination. The WF also makes it clear that the UE shall comply to all regulatory requirements for all supported band combinations.

	T-Mobile USA
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the general idea of reducing testing burden. 
We however prefer to limit the exemption to verification, rather than to existence of requirements. Suggested wording for the CRs is below:
For FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination, there are no conformance verification of RF performance requirements can be skipped for the fallbacks with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination. Requirements in other specifications are not affected. What is the purpose of this sentence?
NOTE: The above is an exception with regards to compliance to RF performance requirements. The exception applies to fallback band combinations consisting of multiple subblocks where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination. The exception does not apply to other band combinations. The note seems like a repetition of the passage before the note. Please clarify



	Verizon
	Yes, we agree thus WF! Further clarification from Qualcomm is ok for us too 

	vivo
	Yes. We are fine with this compromise. 

	Intel
	We agree with the WF. 
We also agree with Qualcomm’s comment on the NOTE. It seems that the note simply repeats the statement in the main text and is redundant.

	OPPO
	We agree with way forward and further clarification is also fine for us. 
One more question for clarification is that such statement seems not applicable for fallback combinations where no subblock consists of a contiguous CA combination i.e. RF performance requirement still need be tested. Is this correct understanding? Here is an example:
Subblock A, B, C where only A consists of contiguous CA combination. Then for fallback combination without A i.e. {B,C},{B},{C}, RF performance requirement still need be tested.

	Huawei
	The idea in last RAN meeting is to reduce the test burden. Generally, we are ok with the changes.
We have the similar feeling that the NOTE is duplicated. Since there is no clear definition of RF performance requirements in UE spec. For the changes by Qualcomm, the wording of “performance” can be removed. i.e. “conformance verification of RF requirements can be skipped”

	Telecom Italia
	Yes. Further clarification from Qualcomm is ok for us too

	ZTE
	We are fine with the general way forward. We also agree with the comments from Qualcomm. If there is something missing in the main text that is only there in the Note, we can also make it clear in the main text and avoid the redundancy in the Note. 

	Samsung
	We agree with the principle. QC wording look clearer. 

	Apple
	In our understanding, conformance requirements include both the core requirement and verification parts, and the compromise solution implemented in the CRs addresses both.  If we restrict the CRs to just skipping conformance verification, then the UE must still fulfill core requirements for all fallback band combinations without exception.  This doesn’t reduce the implementation burden from a device integration perspective.
The statement “requirements in other specifications are not affected” is intended to restrict the scope of the changes only to the RF specification.
The NOTE is intended to clarify the applicability of the exception to be just to fallback band combinations which are also mixed intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous.
We hope that with this explanation the originally submitted CRs can be acceptable.



Issue 2: Are TS38.101-2 CR RP-201872(R15) and RP-201873(R16) agreeable?
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	Yes.

	T-Mobile USA
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	See Issue 1 comment

	Verizon
	Yes, we agree this CR!

	vivo
	Yes.

	Intel
	Yes

	OPPO
	YES and please check the previous question

	Telecom Italia
	Yes

	ZTE
	In general, this looks fine. 

	Samsung
	Yes

	Apple
	Yes



Issue 3: Are TS38.101-3 CR RP-201874(R15) and RP-201875(R16) agreeable?
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	Yes.

	T-Mobile USA
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	See Issue 1 comment

	Verizon
	Yes, we agree this CR!

	Vivo
	Yes.

	Intel
	Yes

	OPPO
	YES and please check the previous question

	Telecom Italia
	Yes

	ZTE
	In general, this looks fine. 

	Samsung
	Yes

	Apple
	Yes



Summary and recommendation for further discussion
In this section, the summary of comments on Topic#1 and the corresponding recommendations are provided.
In general, companies have reached the consensus, except some potential wording improvements were discussed.
Based on the majority view and the clarifications from the proponent companies, it is recommended to approve the following tdocs
· WF RP-201538
· TS38.101-2 CR RP-201872(R15) and RP-201873(R16)
· TS38.101-3 CR RP-201874(R15) and RP-201875(R16)
Intermediate round
Open issues
If companies have different opinions on the recommendations out of the initial round, please provide your comments below.
Companies views’ collection
	Company
	Comments

	EricssonA
	At RAN#88, there was another proposal on the table which w.r.t. relaxation went too far according to some operators. The refined compromise submitted to this meeting is addressing the concerns expressed by the operators, while still allow for some relaxation. We believe the CRs submitted here is the middle-ground and is indeed a true compromise which hopefully can conclude this, soon one year old, topic.
Also, we believe that the comment from Apple in the first round captures very well the intention of the different components of the wording of the submitted CRs.

	Qualcomm
	The proposal would penalize UEs that DO support all fallbacks, without exemptions.  For example, consider a UE that declares support for a 4+2 CA combination and all its fallbacks. With the proposal, only a 1+1 fallback configuration may be presumed by the network. A UE that supports all fallbacks would then have to explicitly list out the following additional combinations to convey its full capability set:
4+1
3+2
2+2
1+2
3+1
2+1
The proposal not only places a signaling burden on a better performing UE, it is also non backward-compatible. So the proposal in RP-201538 is not acceptable to us. We are interested in resolving this detail, so we remain open to dialog. The signaling angle again brings back the proposed rewording we shared in the first round, this time with Huawei suggested refinement.
For FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination, there are no conformance verification of RF performance requirements can be skipped for the fallbacks with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination
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Continue the discussion through fine tuning round. 
Fine-tuning round
Open issues

Companies views’ collection
	Company
	Comments

	QualcommA
	After much offline discussion, the crux of the issue is whether we should remove certain RAN4 requirements that have existed since the close of Rel-15. The proposal represents a major change to RAN4 UE RF requirements and is best discussed further in RAN4.
 
As it stands, the proposal in the WF would create two pools of UEs in the population:
A. UEs that meet all RF requirements for all fallbacks
B. UEs that do not meet all RF requirements for all fallbacks
We are not ok with this outcome, at this time.
 
To clarify: we remain ok with reducing the testing burden be removing compliance verification requirements, so something like this would work:
 
For FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination, there are no conformance verification of RF performance requirements can be skipped for the fallbacks with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination. R(NOTE removed)

Just to be clear I am not ok with wording in the WF and the associated CRs.
 
The compromise some companies have worked out unfortunately impacts an important aspect of the RAN4 requirements. We are not ready to make RF requirement relaxations – this requires a lot of discussion.
 



	Apple
	 The CR wording is exactly the same as it is in the WF.

To clarify the situation, in current RAN4 specs 38.101-2/-3,  it says that “A terminal which supports CA or DC configurations, which include FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination, is not required to support all possible fallback combinations but can directly fall back to a single FR2 carrier“. I hope we are clear that we have been working towards the compromise on RF requirement relaxation after this long discussion. In the last RAN plenary #88e, the conclusion is we don’t send the discussion back to WGs, but re-address it directly in RAN#89e.


	Ericsson
	just to give some perspective, the background to this topic is that it started in RAN4 back in August(?) 2019. It was proposed there that the UE shall not be forced to be able to be configured with all fallback band combinations. That proposal found its way to RAN2, which discussed a long time but in the end, that proposal was not acceptable. An initial attempt for a compromise in another direction was attempted in the last plenary where the UE shall "support the fallbacks without additional requirements for the fallback combinations". That was not acceptable to all operators since it gave too much relaxation. Now, the current proposal is in my mind a middle-ground in terms of relaxation, and hence a true compromise.
 
Purely technically, as this indeed is a compromise and a middle-ground, Ericsson is of course not 100% happy to relax the UE requirements. Also we don’t expect any other company to be 100% happy. But given the situation, we are supportive of this and want to approve the CRs.
 
We do acknowledge that with these CRs, some UEs may comply with all requirements for all fallback band combinations, and some other UEs may not (while of course still complying to regulatory requirements). But in my understanding, already now we have the situation that some UEs are "better" than other UEs, e.g. RAN4 requirements are minimum requirements and even today, UEs can exceed these in many places. But the system works anyway even though different UEs are different "good".
 
We hope we can (finally) close this issue in this meeting.




Summary and recommendation for further discussion
With acknowledging Qualcomm’s concern, the WF and CR package represents a compromised proposal from NW/UE vendors and operators after long debate in both plenary and WG since Q3 of 2019. 
The WF/CR package is co-sourced by 18 companies including 16 operators. 
· During email discussion, additional 6 companies are OK to approve the package.
· Consensus is hard to reach based on the suggested revision from Qualcomm. 
Companies see the urgency to address the conflict between the RAN2 and the RAN4 specs
 in this plenary. Without this package approved, it may leave a chaos of supported band combinations in both R15 and R16.
Based on the overall discussion in RAN#88e and RAN#89e, moderator recommends approving the following tdoc
· WF RP-201538
· TS38.101-2 CR RP-201872(R15) and RP-201873(R16)
· TS38.101-3 CR RP-201874(R15) and RP-201875(R16)


Final comments

References
[1] 




