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Introduction
The summary handles t-docs under agenda 4.3, 4.4.1, 4.5, 4.6(except4.6.2), 4.7.1 and 4.8.1.

<Flag process>
· By 10.02.2026 (Tuesday), 18:00 (local time): Delegates flag the tdocs in the list
· Fill in the feedback form with a brief description of reason, like “Company A flag R4-2xxxxxx because XYX”，or with delegate name who flags tdoc like “Company A Aaron flags R4-2xxxxxx because XYZ”.

T-doc out to other threads from [114]
TBD
T-doc into [114] from other threads: 
TBD

NOTE: R4-2600035 on 6Rx release independent was withdrawn with consideration of TSG RAN#110 conclusion.
Topic #1: HPUE for CA in terrestrial network (TN)
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc
	Company
	Observations/Proposals

	R4-2600371
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: For the Rel-19 specification, remove the HPUE superscripts from the 2 to 6 band configuration tables, for cases already covered by HPUE MSD LUT and their higher order combos.
Proposal 2: Discuss the necessary adaptive changes to Rel-19 specification. Below is an attempt to re-writing to stimulate more discussion.
Proposal 3: For Rel-20 HPUE band combination request handling, discuss following alternatives, 
· Stop HPUE requests for configurations covered by HPUE MSD LUT and their higher-order combos
· Retain the HPUE request procedure, but merge HPUE requests and PC3 requests for simplicity. For instance, a single line could be used for each configuration, with separate cells for PC3, PC2 and PC1.5. Further streamline could be considered, such as, 
- For DLCA with single UL CC, HPUE request is only needed for 2-band DL
- For DLCA with UL CA, HPUE request is only needed for less than 3-band DL

	R4-2600138
	Apple
	Observation 1: One of the main reasons the PC2 and PC1.5 applicability notes in band combination configuration tables of the RAN4 UE RF specifications are necessitated is to ensure the corresponding MSD requirements are specified.
Observation 2: RAN task on HPUE support for band combinations without HPUE applicability notes only mitigated the issue for DL CA combinations with single UL configured.  
Observation 3: The introduction of HPUE MSD LUTs is intended to resolve all the issues due to the lack of HPUE MSD requirements which has been hindering the HPUE support for band combinations without the HPUE applicability notes in clause 5.
Observation 4: With HPUE MSD LUTs, the existing HPUE applicability notes in band combination configuration tables in clause 5 of the RAN4 UE RF specifications in principle are no longer needed.
Proposal: RAN4 to follow the proposed changes in sections 2.1 and 2.2 to remove the HPUE applicability notes in clause 5 in Rel-20 RAN4 UE RF specifications.

	R4-2601723
	Qualcomm France
	Proposal 1: RAN4 to agree the following changes into TS38.101-1 and 38.101-3
1) HPUE related notes to be voided in tables in clause 5.5A.3 in 38.101-1 and in clause 5.5B.4.1 in 38.101-3
2) Voided note references to be removed from all configurations in clause 5.5A.3 in 38.101-1 and in clause 5.5B.4.1 in 38.101-3
3) General text on HPUE applicability to be added, preferably in clause 5.5A.0 for NR CA and in clause 5.5B.4.0 for EN-DC
Proposal 2: RAN4 to agree the general HPUE applicability text for NR CA and EN-DC HPUE in RAN4#118
Proposal 3: Use the general HPUE applicability text shown in this contribution as input together with other companies inputs 
Proposal 4: RAN4 to agree the contents of proposals 1 and 2 in RAN4#118, as well as the company/companies who prepare official CR’s for RAN4#118bis for approval, in case official CR’s are not approved in RAN4#118



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1: HPUE CA spec simplifications
Issue 1-1: NOTE handling in clause 5.5A.3 and 5.5B.4.1 in 38.101-3
· Proposals
· For the Rel-19 specification, remove the HPUE superscripts from the 2 to 6 band configuration tables, for cases already covered by HPUE MSD LUT and their higher order combos (Samsung)
· Remove the HPUE applicability notes in clause 5 in Rel-20 RAN4 UE RF specifications (Apple)
· Agree followings (Qualcomm)
· 1) HPUE related notes to be voided in tables in clause 5.5A.3 in 38.101-1 and in clause 5.5B.4.1 in 38.101-3
· 2) Voided note references to be removed from all configurations in clause 5.5A.3 in 38.101-1 and in clause 5.5B.4.1 in 38.101-3
· 3) General text on HPUE applicability to be added, preferably in clause 5.5A.0 for NR CA and in clause 5.5B.4.0 for EN-DC
· Recommended WF
· Check if followings are agreeable or not
· The general HPUE applicability text for NR CA and EN-DC HPUE are introduced to perform the next bullet. NOTE: The actual changes should be discussed in offline.
· HPUE related notes covered by HPUE MSD LUT and associated higher order combos are voided and the superscripts are removed from related tables for 38.101-1/-3
· The above is addressed in Rel-19
· NOTE: Apple: Rel-20 while Qualcomm/Samsung: Rel-19

Issue 1-2: Rel-20 HPUE band combination request handling
· Proposals (Samsung)
· Stop HPUE requests for configurations covered by HPUE MSD LUT and their higher-order combos
· Retain the HPUE request procedure, but merge HPUE requests and PC3 requests for simplicity. For instance, a single line could be used for each configuration, with separate cells for PC3, PC2 and PC1.5. Further streamline could be considered, such as, 
· For DLCA with single UL CC, HPUE request is only needed for 2-band DL
· For DLCA with UL CA, HPUE request is only needed for less than 3-band DL
· Recommended WF
· Collet the views on those proposals
Recommendation for T-docs

	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2600721
	LG Electronics
	
	Agreeable

	R4-2600732
	MediaTek Inc.
	Qualcomm (Antti) flags:
Could be ok, I need to check further during the week. Flagging to make sure we are not changing something which is not intended to be changed
Skyworks Solutions Inc.　R4-2600732 CR overlaps with R4-2600801 and there are further changes in R4-2600801, We suggest to use R4-2600801 which updates Delta MSD and the references LUT tables.
	To be revised

	R4-2600734
	MediaTek Inc.
	Qualcomm (Antti) flags: Could be ok, I need to check further during the week. Flagging to make sure we are not changing something which is not intended to be changed
CHTTL: minor reminder, maybe band 46 should also be included in the added sentence in the general section during this re-organizing of the spec structure?
	To be revised

	R4-2602014
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	
	Agreeable

	R4-2600801
	Skyworks Solutions Inc., Qualcomm, Murata, Apple
	CHTTL: minor reminder, regarding the following sentence, ”For IMD4 and >IMD6 DMSD values are specified in Table 7.3A.2.3.2.1-1 output columns” maybe ”>IMD6” should be ”≥ IMD6”? including IMD6
MediaTek (Suhwan): Flag R4-2600801. To SKWS, This is exactly not align with your CR R4-2600801.
The wrong indication shall be correctly indicated the Table number in both clause 7.3A.2.3.1.2 and 7.3A.2.3.2.2.　I can merge the MSD simplification rule from your CR into my CR. Also, You can focus on the clause 7.3A.5 in TS38.101-1 for CR contents. This way can be solved these problems
	To be revised with adding MediaTek Inc.　into co-sourcing company list



Topic #2: MPR reduction
Recommendation for T-docs
	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2600630
	Qualcomm
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
We will need some more time to discuss the proposed changes with the proponent
SKY is OK with this CR after offline discussion with Qualcomm
	Agreeable




Topic #3: NR_LBCA_Sw
Recommendation for T-docs

	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2600332
	CATT
	Samsung and ZTE flagged
	Not pursued

	R4-2600372
	Samsung, TELUS, Bell mobility, Apple
	Samsung and ZTE flagged
	To be merged into R4-2601175

	R4-2601175
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Samsung and ZTE flagged
	To be revised

	R4-2601429
	OPPO
	Samsung and ZTE flagged
	Not pursued

	R4-2600338
	CATT
	
	Not pursued

	R4-2601176
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	
	Not pursued

	R4-2601430
	OPPO
	
	To be revised



Topic#4: TEI19
Recommendation for T-docs

	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2600644
	Qualcomm, et al
	1 – CATT
1) to note 8 in Table 6.2H.3.1-1: The expression ”the second band” may be misinterpreted as specifically
referring to band Y in the CA_nX-nY notation. It is suggested to revise it to ”the other band” to avoid
2) to 6.2H.3.2: to be clear, suggest splitting requirements reference to 6.2.2 and 6.2G.2. i,e.”For inter band UL CA with UL MIMO in at least one of the two frequency bands, the requirements in clause 6.2D.2 apply for a component carrier configured with UL MIMO, the requirements in clause 6.2G.2 apply for a component carrier supporting TxD, and the requirements in 6.2.2 apply for a component carrier with neither UL MIMO nor TxD configured .”
3) seems many unnecessary “=Next change=” is added before ”=End of Change”, should be removed

ZTE Corporation
One minor comment. It would be better to align the descriptions in ( ) in　the title of Table 6.2H.3.1-2 with the Table 6.2H.3.1-3. One proposed example:　Table 6.2H.3.1-2: Per band power class applicable to REFSENS exceptions (two band UL CA with　2Tx in one band)
	To be revised

	R4-2602076
	THALES, SES, et al.
	
	Agreeable


Topic#5: Miscellaneous CRs
Recommendation for T-docs
	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2601199
	ZTE
	Samsung Electronics Co.
More offline discussion would be helpful. Seems CR is not needed as REFSENS is power class agnostic　for HD-FDD? Or, maybe better to re-write the whole paragraph saying refsens is power class agnostic?
Nokia Poland
Change is not really required, RedCap spec follows the same convention that is used for normal UE
ZTE Corporation
Reply to Nokia and Samsung’s comment, we can revise the CR and offline discuss how to solve your concerns.
	To be revised



