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Introduction
In this email discussion we will handle following contributions submitted in AI 10.3: Study on band combination handling in RAN4 [SID: FS_NR_ENDC_combo_rules]. 
Following five topics are discussed in this summary:
· Topic #1: General and TR
· R4-2112717
· Topic #2: How to introduce band combinations including TP format
· R4-2114238, R4-2112719
· Topic #3: Rules and guidelines of specifying band combinations including notations of CA/DC combinations
· R4-2112176, R4-2112718, R4-2113568
· Topic #4: Improving RAN4 specification structures and reducing redundant contents
· R4-2112720,  R4-2112436, R4-2112437, R4-2112792
· Topic #5: Others
· R4-2112916
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: To collect the companies’ views on each topic.
· 2nd round: Try to reach agreements and handle WF if needed.
	Reference
	TDoc
	Title
	Source

	[1]
	R4-2112717
	TR 38.862 V020 Band combination handling
	ZTE Corporation

	[2]
	R4-2114238
	TP for TR 38.862: WID realignment
	T-Mobile USA, Ericsson, AT&T

	[3]
	R4-2112719
	TP on rules of DC configuration table
	ZTE Corporation

	[4]
	R4-2112176
	TP on the rules of NE-DC with contiguous intra-band NR and LTE carriers
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	[5]
	R4-2112718
	TP on ULSUP notation
	ZTE Corporation

	[6]
	R4-2113568
	Discussion on addition or removal of channel BW’s (NBC changes) in existing BCS’s
	Ericsson

	[7]
	R4-2112720
	TP on channel bandwidth for CA configuration table
	ZTE Corporation

	[8]
	R4-2112436
	Optimization to configurations table of inter-band EN-DC and NE-DC including FR2,inter-band EN-DC including FR1 and FR2, inter-band NR-DC between FR1 and FR2
	Samsung

	[9]
	R4-2112437
	Discussion on rules based approach and optimized tables of delta TIB and RIB
	Samsung

	[10]
	R4-2112792
	Statistical distribution of dTib values
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	[11]
	R4-2112916
	TP to TR38.862: Guidelines on the band edge relaxation for MOP for CA/DC band combination
	ZTE Corporation



Topic #1: General and TR
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2112717
	ZTE Corporation
	TR 38.862 v020 Band combination handling



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1  Draft TR 38.862
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic is to discuss the content of the draft TR 38.862 v020 based on the agreed TPs in RAN4#99-e.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1A: TR 38.862 v020 (Implement approved TPs in RAN4#99-e: R4-2107889, R4-2107890)
· Proposals
· Approve TR 38.862 v020.
· Recommended WF
· Approve TR 38.862 v020.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues
· Sub topic 1-1 Draft TR 38.862
Issue 1-1A: TR 38.862 v020 (Implement approved TPs in RAN4#99-e: R4-2107889, R4-2107890)
	Company
	Comments

	Moderator
	[Moderator Note] The TR V020 which includes the approved TPs was originally intended to be submitted at the end of RAN4#99-e, but for some reasons it was postponed to this meeting. No open issue for this issue. It is suggested to approve the version v020 as the baseline for new TPs.



CRs/TPs comments collection
For close-to-finalize WIs and maintenance work, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For ongoing Wis, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
· None.
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
	Tentative agreements:
Approve the TR 38.862 v020 as the baseline for the new TP.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
No further discussion in 2nd round.



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  

	R4-2112717
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”Agreeable



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
None.
Topic #2: How to introduce band combinations including TP format
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2114238
	T-Mobile USA, Ericsson, AT&T
	Proposal 1: Realign the basket WIs to eliminate redundancy and improve RAN4 efficiency. The alternative splits for basket WIs are as follows.
Option 0: no changes to the current Basket WIs split:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/1UL (up to 2 CRs) (No 3 DL for FR2) 
3DL/2UL (up to 2 CRs)
4DL/1UL (up to 2 CRs)
4DL/2UL (up to 2 CRs)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
Option 1: 1UL and 2UL in the same WI:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
Option 2: Split 2DL into FR1, FR1+FR2 and FR2:
2DL/xUL FR1 (1 CRs)
2DL/xUL FR2 (1 CRs)
2DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
Option 3: Less redundancy of common clauses with smaller number of WIs:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
4DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
Proposal 2: The alternative improvement Options for power class Basket WIs are as follows.
Option 0: no changes to the current Basket WIs. Duplicate Basket WIs for different power classes.
Option 1: Include the other power classes in the same Baskets as PC3.

	R4-2112719
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1:	 It is proposed to group the DC configurations including EN-DC configuration, NE-DC configuration and NR-DC configuration with the rules as below.
· To group the DC configurations based on common band combination. 
· In case E-UTRA or/and NR has non-contiguous CA, it will be on a separate row compared to cases when DC configuration has only single carrier or contiguous CA operation. 
· Common band combination should be considered as the configurations having the same band sequence, such as DC_x-y-y_nz and DC_x-x-y_nz are different band combinations, while all configurations with DC_x-y_nz(*) having non-contiguous parts in band nz are considered as common band combination.
Proposal 2:	 It is proposed to set the sequence of EN-DC, NE-DC and NR-DC combinations based on the following rules.
For the sequence of EN-DC configurations, 
· EN-DC configurations should be sorted by LTE band combination, then NR band combination.
· LTE combinations should be sorted by the first band number, then the first bandwidth character, then the second band number, then the second bandwidth character and so on.
· The same sort order should be applied for the NR part, there combinations with () should be sorted alphanumerically within the brackets after the contiguous combinations.
For the sequence of NE-DC combinations, 
· NE-DC configurations should be sorted by NR band combination, then LTE band combination.
· NR combinations should be sorted by the first band number, then the first bandwidth character, then the second band number, then the second bandwidth character and so on. For the combinations with () should be sorted alphanumerically within the brackets after the contiguous combinations.
· LTE combinations should be sorted by the first band number, then the first bandwidth character, then the second band number, then the second bandwidth character and so on.
For the sequence of NR-DC combinations,
· DC combinations should be sorted by the first band number, then the first bandwidth character, then the second band number, then the second bandwidth character and so on. 
· For the combinations with () should be sorted alphanumerically within the brackets after the contiguous combinations.



Open issues summary
There are two Tdocs submitted in this Topic which are related to band combination introduction. One is for the realignment among the current RAN4 basket WIDs. The other is to discuss the rules of specifying DC configuration tables, including EN-DC, NE-DC and NR-DC configurations.
Sub-topic 2-1  WID Realignment
Sub-topic description: R4-2114238 is for the realignment among the current RAN4 basket WIDs. The main purpose of this TP is to help RAN specs reduce redundancy, increase RAN4 productivity and decrease errors. The improvement on NR-CA/DC Basket WI split is discussed.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1A: Is it necessary to align the Basket WIs for NR-DC and NR-CA in Rel-18?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-1B: Is it necessary to improve power class Basket WIs in Rel-18?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 2-2  Rules for DC configuration table
Sub-topic description: R4-2112719 is to discuss the rules of specifying DC configuration tables, including EN-DC, NE-DC and NR-DC configurations. Grouping rules of DC configurations, uplink configuration support and sequence of DC combinations have been proposed in the TP.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2A: Is the rule of grouping DC configurations acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2B: Is the rule of setting sequence for DC combinations acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXZTE
	Sub topic 2-1: WID Realignment.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK74][bookmark: OLE_LINK73]Issue 2-1A: Thanks for raising the question. Currently in RAN4 the NR-CA/DC basket WI are organized that 2DL/1UL and 2DL/2UL are in the same WI and 5DL/1UL and 5DL/2UL are in the same WI, while for the other WIs which have more than 2DL, 1UL and 2UL are in the separated WIs. The problems of redundancy and inconsistency between the CRs do exist. It will bring extra workload to the MCC. We can accept option 1 if other companies think there is necessary to realign the Basket WIs for NR-DC and NR-CA in Rel-18. Regarding to the detail alternative splits for basket WIs, we think for 2DL and 5DL WIs it works well under current basket WI split and no redundancy occurs. With that, we suggest a new option to split the basket WIs as follows. The number of CRs with the new option is reduced as compared to the original split.
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)                            2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/1UL (up to 2 CRs) (No 3 DL for FR2)             3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/2UL (up to 2 CRs)                            3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/1UL (up to 2 CRs)                            4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/2UL (up to 2 CRs)                            4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)                                                            5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)

(Current Basket WIs split)                                                   (New option for Basket WIs split)

[bookmark: OLE_LINK75][bookmark: OLE_LINK76][bookmark: OLE_LINK77]Issue 2-1B: Option 2 (No).  PC3 and HPUE basket WID should be treated separately. 

Sub topic 2-2: Rules for DC configuration table.
Issue 2-2A: Option 1. The rule of grouping DC configurations is based on the original agreements. The inconsistency of grouping DC configurations in current spec should be corrected. 

Issue 2-2B: Option 1. To capture the rule of setting sequence for DC combinations is necessary.

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1A: Option 1, Yes. How to organize the basket WI depend on RAN plenary discussion.
Issue 2-1B: Option 2 (No). It may increase the rapporteur’s workload.

	Samsung
	Sub topic 2-2: Rules for DC configuration table.
Issue 2-2A: Option 1, and seems some guidelines  could also apply to NR CA
Issue 2-2B: Option 1

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1: We support the idea of aligning basket Wis. It has created problems when 1UL and 2UL configurations are in different Wis.
Issue 2-1B: Option 2 No, perhaps it is better to keep PC2 and PC3 work separated.
Issue 2-2A: Option 1: Yes and existing specs need to be aligned with this
Issue 2-2B: Option 1: Yes

	T-Mobile USA
	Issue 2-1A: We think it would be helpful to realign the baskets to reduce redundancy, workload and errors. Ultimately the details are decided by RAN Plenary, but it would be good for Ran4 to agree on the details before the proposed basket WIDs go to Plenary.

Issue 2-1B: Yes. We think that many of the PC3 combinations will be repeated for other power classes and it seems like it would be more efficient to combine them in the same baskets. If others think it is best to keep them separate, then we may need as many baskets for the other power classes as we have for PC3 and we should probably use the same or similar request spreadsheets and status spreadsheets.  

Issue 2-2A: Option 1: Yes

Issue 2-2B: Option 1: Yes

	Skyworks
	We support the simplification of the basket WI but in our view the drive should be related to the hierarchy between combination orders and the associated work. We know that in FR1 only above 3DL it basically just listing the configuration so we could have
· Intra with 1/2UL => MSD, A-MPR
· 2DL with 1/2UL => Harmonic, Harmonic mixing, IMD, cross band
· 3DL with 2UL => IMD to third band
· xDL>2 1UL and xDL>3 2UL (2UL CC max)
· FR2 CA
· FR1 + FR2
· DC with LTE CA+NR CA
For now the combinations with UL configuration including intra-band UL CA are treated in the not for block approval but in release it could be treated in the basket with the proper update of TR with specific section like for 1UL and 2UL sections to treat IMD and triple beat issues
In release 18, it should be feasible to merge PC3 and PC2 combinations such those can be treated consistently and at the same time. the request tables should allow to call which power classes are targeted.
In our view in release 18 it may not be worth having a separate LTE only basket

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-1B: Option 2 , we also think it is better to keep PC2 and PC3 work separated.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1A: Option 1. We support to align the basket WIs. But seems this should be concluded in RAN-P?
Issue 2-1B: No. We prefer to keep PC2 and PC3 sepreately.

	AT&T
	Issue 2-1A: Option 1. We agree that this is a RAN plenary decision but it would be good to have a RAN4 recommendation to RAN Plenary.
Issue 2-1B: We prefer Option 1. The basket WID request spreadsheet could have a corresponding power class column to differentiate the PC3/PC2 requests while providing RAN4 the option to treat PC3 and PC2 at the same time without the one meeting cycle delay as we have now.



CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2114238
	Company AZTE: Same comments as above. The alternative splits for basket WIs are suggested as follows:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)

	
	
PC3 and HPUE basket WID should be treated separately.

	
	

	R4-2112719
	Company AZTE: Agreeable.

	
	Nokia: Agreeable

	
	



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 2-1A: Is it necessary to align the Basket WIs for NR-DC and NR-CA in Rel-18?
Issue 2-1B: Is it necessary to improve power class Basket WIs in Rel-18?
Tentative agreements:
(Issue 2-1A)  It is suggested to align the Basket WIs for NR-DC and NR-CA in Rel-18. The final decision will be made by RAN plenary. It would be good for RAN4 to agree on the details before go to Plenary.  Detail Basket WIs splits are suggested to be discussed in 2nd round.
(Issue 2-1B) No agreements on whether including the other power class Basket WIs into the PC3 Basket WIs or not. Further discussion is suggested to be focus on the necessary of merging the different power class Basket WIs.
Candidate options: 
For NR-DC and NR-CA, which one of the following options can be chosen?
Option 1: 1UL and 2UL in the same WI:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
Option 2: Split 2DL into FR1, FR1+FR2 and FR2:
2DL/xUL FR1 (1 CRs)
2DL/xUL FR2 (1 CRs)
2DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
Option 3: Less redundancy of common clauses with smaller number of WIs:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
4DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
Option 4:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
Option 5: Other splits.
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
(1)  Discussion on the possible Basket WIs splits for NR-DC and NR-CA.
(2) Continue discussion on the necessary of merging the different power class Basket WIs.

	Sub-topic#2-2
	Issue 2-2A: Is the rule of grouping DC configurations acceptable?
Issue 2-2B: Is the rule of setting sequence for DC combinations acceptable?
Tentative agreements:
(Issue 2-1A)  The rule of grouping DC configurations is suggested to be agreeable.
(Issue 2-1B) The rule of setting sequence for DC combinations is suggested to be agreeable.
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  

	R4-2114238
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”To be postponed to the 2nd round and plenary decision

	R4-2112719
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”Agreeable



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”.
The 2nd round discussion mainly focuses on Sub topic 2-1 and try to make some conclusions on how to split the NR-DC and NR-CA Basket WIs. Companies are also encouraged to provide their views on the Basket WIs for different power class. The target is to reach some agreements which can be captured in the TR.
· Sub topic 2-1 WID Realignment
Issue 2-1A (2nd round): Discuss the feasible option for NR-DC and NR-CA Basket WIs split.
Option 1: 1UL and 2UL in the same WI:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
Option 2: Split 2DL into FR1, FR1+FR2 and FR2:
2DL/xUL FR1 (1 CRs)
2DL/xUL FR2 (1 CRs)
2DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
Option 3: Less redundancy of common clauses with smaller number of WIs:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
4DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
Option 4:
2DL/xUL (up to 3 CRs)
3DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
3DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1 (1 CR)
4DL/xUL FR1+FR2 (1 CR)
5DL/xUL (up to 2 CRs)
Option 5: Other splits.
Issue 2-1B (2nd round): Further discuss the necessary of merging the different power class Basket WIs.
	Company
	Comments

	
	Issue 2-1A (2nd round):
Issue 2-1B (2nd round):

	 Nokia
	Issue 2-1A (2nd round):
From the listed options we prefer option 3 as it has least amount of WI. However, Skyworks proposal is most attractive as it is a holistic proposal.
· Intra with 1/2UL => MSD, A-MPR
· 2DL with 1/2UL => Harmonic, Harmonic mixing, IMD, cross band
· 3DL with 2UL => IMD to third band
· xDL>2 1UL and xDL>3 2UL (2UL CC max)
· FR2 CA
· FR1 + FR2
· DC with LTE CA+NR CA
Issue 2-1B (2nd round):
In first round we stated option 1, keep separated but it was not very strong view. We can also accept to combine PC2 and PC3 to limit the number of Wis further. Smaller amount of Wis is beneficial from many perspectives. Less checking of Wis, SRs etc. At the moment to be able to find correct WI currently requires almost university degree.

	ZTE
	Issue 2-1A (2nd round):
Option 4. We think option 4 is a trade-off between the number of WIs and the workload of each WI. For option 1, considering the current workload there is no necessary to further split 5DL WI. For option 2, it will increase the number of WIs too much. For option 3, too few WIs will increase the workload of rapporteur for each WI.
Issue 2-1B (2nd round):
There is no strong requirement to merge the different power class Basket WIDs since it will increase rapporteur’s workload. We suggest different power class basket WID be treated separately.

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-1A (2nd round):
Since this will impact the rapporteur’s work, maybe it’s better to check the views from the rapporteurs of the involved baskets.
Issue 2-1B (2nd round):
Support ZTE’s view.

	AT&T
	Issue 2-1A (2nd round):
Prefer Option 3 but can also accept Option 1 or Option 4.
Issue 2-1B (2nd round):
In the first round, we commented that it would be good to treat PC3 and PC2 at the same time without the one meeting cycle delay as we have now due to the PC2 request being delayed by one Plenary cycle. As the number of combinations applicable to PC2 is limited, it seems that the same basket WID could be used to consolidate the work. We also support the comments made by Nokia that a smaller amount of WIs is beneficial from many perspectives.

	Skyworks
	Since some companies seem to approach the question from a workload WI size point of view, it is important to understand with workload we are trying to help.
In our view, how the request are organized does not really change the workload since request are made for many combination orders at the same time. so the key is the block approval process TP generation and big CR.
From that point of view whatever we do the bulk of the specification work and block approval flag issues  is for intra and 2 band 1/2UL and 3 band 2UL.
Also these cases are where there is spec dependency: Ie 3 bands needs 2 bands.. but beyond that it is merely a collections of the configurations. That also true when FR2 is just added
So I prefer to merge 4B FR1 and 5B FR1 cases, all adding FR2 cases and keep the hierarchy in place for cases that have dependencies between each other. But we thing intra band DL/UL is a case on its own as MSD, AMPR… are needed


Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
The 2nd round discussion tries to make some conclusions on how to split the NR-DC, NR-CA Basket WIs and how to organize the Basket WIs for different power classes. Further opinions have been collected during the 2nd round discussion. Concerns on workload trade-off, least amount of WIs, block approval process and spec dependency for basket WIs have been raised. However, no agreement has been reached so far. Further discussion among companies, especially for those involved basket WI companies, is recommended for future meetings.
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	None
	None




Topic #3: Rules and guidelines of specifying band combinations including notations of CA/DC combinations
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2112176
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: It is proposed to approve the TP for the rules of NE-DC with contiguous intra-band NR and LTE carriers.

	R4-2112718
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1:	 It is proposed to approve the TP for the notation of ULSUP.

	R4-2113568
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: If a channel bandwidth is intentionally added or removed from an existing bandwidth combination set, then this must be clearly indicated on the big CR cover page.
Proposal 2: A possible wording for the CR cover page: “The addition/removal of the channel bandwidth XXX to BCS#Y of band combination ABC is intentional and potential non-backwards compatible (NBC) impact have been considered.”



Open issues summary
There are three Tdocs submitted in this Topic which are related to the rules and guidelines of band combinations including notations of CA/DC combinations. 
Sub-topic 3-1  Notations to band combinations
Sub-topic description: R4-2112176 is to collect the agreed rules for the notations of NE-DC band combinations. R4-2112718 is to add the notations of ULSUP for uplink sharing.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1A: Is the notation of NE-DC band combinations acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 3-1B: Is the notation of ULSUP acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 3-2  Rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs
Sub-topic description: R4-2113568 is to discuss the rules of addition or removal of channel BW’s in existing BCS’s. As mentioned in the paper, the addition or removal of channel BW to or from BCS will cause the non-backward compatible problems.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-2A: Is it necessary to set the following rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs?
· If a channel bandwidth is intentionally added or removed from an existing bandwidth combination set, then this must be clearly indicated on the big CR cover page.
· A possible wording for the CR cover page: “The addition/removal of the channel bandwidth XXX to BCS#Y of band combination ABC is intentional and potential non-backwards compatible (NBC) impact have been considered.”
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXZTE
	Sub topic 3-1: Notations to band combinations
[bookmark: OLE_LINK78]Issue 3-1A: One question in section 5.1 for the denotation of NE-DC with one LTE carrier followed by contiguous intra-band NR and LTE carriers. Which one is more reasonable? DC_1A-2(n)AA or DC_1A_2(n)AA?
[bookmark: OLE_LINK80]Issue 3-1B: Option 1.
Sub topic 3-2: Rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs
Issue 3-2A: Option 1. A TP to capture the rules is suggested.

	Huawei
	Issue 3-1A: To ZTE, good spot. For NE-DC, we can revise this case as DC_2(n)AA-1A
Issue 3-1B: ULSUP-FDM has been removed from specification. This point should be reflected in the TP.
Issue 3-2A: Actually, we should avoid any actions that may cause the NBC issues.

	Samsung
	Sub topic 3-1: Notations to band combinations
Issue 3-1A:  Option 1, DC_1A_2(n)AA seems like a EN-DC combo at first glance, yes, revise to DC_2(n)AA-1A seems better
Issue 3-1B: Option 1

	Nokia
	Issue 3.2A: Option 1 Yes with conditions mentioned in contribution
a) no existing UE advertises the affected channel bandwidth (in the channel-BW bitmap) or the affected band combination (in the supportedBandCombinationList), or
b) all existing UEs that advertise the affected channel bandwidth and the band combination support and accept the configuration of that channel bandwidth in that BC...
... RAN4 may agree to the non-backwards-compatible addition. 

	T-Mobile USA
	Issue 3-2A: Option 1. NBC changes should be avoided, but if they are proposed for some reason they need to be clearly identified. 

	Skyworks
	Any addition of DL or UL Channel BW should trigger a review of MSD cases anyhow and in some cases when a new higher UL BW is added, some new MSD cases can be created. We need to make clear that it is not only adding a configuration
Similarly any addition of a new UL configuration needs to trigger the proper action and cannot be added just with a CR.

	CHTTL
	Issue 3-2A: maybe the proponent also need to indicate this on the draft CR?

	Qualcomm
	Issue 3-2A: Option 1 with the condition described in R4-2113568. We should avoid any potential NBC issues. The clear reason should be added in the CR cover. In addition, we suggest to highlighting the band combos that having the change for BCS in the title also.



CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2112176
	Company AZTE: Same comments as above.

	
	Samsung: Agreeable after the modification

	
	

	R4-2112718
	Company AZTE: Agreeable.

	
	Samsung: Agreeable

	
	



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#3-1
	Issue 3-1A: Is the notation of NE-DC band combinations acceptable?
Issue 3-1B: Is the notation of ULSUP acceptable?
Tentative agreements:
(Issue 3-1A)  It is suggested to take the 1st round comments from the company into consideration. 
The revision is suggested to be revised for 2nd review. 
(Issue 3-2A)  It is suggested to take the 1st round comments from the company into consideration. 
The revision is suggested to be revised for 2nd review.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Review the revisions for 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#3-2
	Issue 3-2A: Is it necessary to set the following rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs?
Tentative agreements: It is suggested to approve the following proposals. 
Proposal 1: If a channel bandwidth is intentionally added or removed from an existing bandwidth combination set, then this must be clearly indicated on the big CR cover page.
Proposal 2: A possible wording for the CR cover page: “The addition/removal of the channel bandwidth XXX to BCS#Y of band combination ABC is intentional and potential non-backwards compatible (NBC) impact have been considered.”
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: A new TP to capture the above rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs into the TR 38.862 is suggested.



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  

	R4-2112176
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”To be revised

	R4-2112718
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”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”.
The 2nd round discussion mainly focuses on Sub topic 3-2 and try to capture the agreements on the rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs into the TR.
· Sub topic 3-1 Notations to band combinations
Revision of R4-2112176 (2nd round): 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Agreeable

	
	

	
	


Revision of R4-2112718 (2nd round): 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Agreeable

	
	

	
	



· Sub topic 3-2 Rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs
Issue 3-2A (2nd round): Discuss a new TP to capture the rules for channel BWs in existing BCSs.
	Company
	Comments

	
	Issue 3-2A (2nd round):


	Nokia
	Support the TP

	ZTE
	Agreeable


Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2115052
(Revision of R4-2112176)
	Further improvements on the notation of NE-DC with one LTE carrier followed by contiguous intra-band NR and LTE carriers have been made. 
The TP is suggested to be approved.

	R4-2115053
(Revision of R4-2112718)
	The description of ULSUP-FDM has been removed.
The TP is suggested to be approved.

	R4-2115054
	The TP is to include the rules for addition or removal channel BW’s in existing BCS’s based on the discussion paper R4-2113568.
The TP is suggested to be approved.



Topic #4: Improving RAN4 specification structures and reducing redundant contents
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2112720
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: It is proposed to approve the TP for optimization to the channel bandwidth per operating band for CA configuration table.

	R4-2112436
	Samsung
	Obervation1: Configuration tables of inter-band EN-DC/NE-DC including FR2, inter-band EN-DC including FR1 and FR2, inter-band NR-DC between FR1 and FR2 in Rel-17 spec 38.101-3(clause 5.5B.5/6/7) take up almost 22% of the total length which seems too redundant.
Observation 2: The size of the tables can be greatly reduced if the rule applied, and no more rows needed when additional contiguous bandwidth classes of FR2 band are added to the constitute band. In addition, readability and trackability are not much affected.
Observation 3: Some companies already used this format to request for new band combinations in the revised WID.
Proposal 1: The rule: “merge different intra-band contiguous CA bandwidth classes of the same FR2 band together for combinations with the same number of bands which have the same FR1 part” can be applied for further optimization on the configuration tables of inter-band EN-DC/NE-DC including FR1, inter-band EN-DC including FR1 and FR2, inter-band NR-DC between FR1 and FR2, Table 2-2 illustrates the optimized table template.
[image: ]

	R4-2112437
	Samsung
	Proposal 1：We recommend to use “Option2a” to optimize the ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c tables for CA/DC configurations which both reduction ratio and readability are taken into account.
[image: ]
Proposal2：It is fine to have rules based approach and apply them to majority combos but leave complex exceptions in tables with format of “Option 2a” if rule-set to derive ΔTIB,c/ΔRIB,c can be clearly defined.

	R4-2112792
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	In this contribution statistical analyses of NR CA and EN-DC dTib values and hypothesis rule set have been proposed. Updated results will be presented in next meeting. The aim is to create guidelines or even rules how to derive dTib and dRib.



Open issues summary
There are four Tdocs submitted in this Topic which are related to the reduction of redundant contents in CA/DC configurations. Two papers are related to the simplifications to CA/DC configuration tables, while the other two papers are about the optimizations to delta TIB and RIB values.
Sub-topic 4-1  Simplifications to CA/DC configuration tables
Sub-topic description: R4-2112720 is to simplify the table of channel bandwidth for each NR band by directly using the value of channel bandwidth instead of “Yes” for CA configuration table. R4-2112436 is to optimize the configuration tables of inter-band EN-DC, NE-DC and NR-DC related to FR2 bands.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-1A: Is the optimization to the channel bandwidth per operating band for CA configuration table acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 4-1B: Is the following optimization to the configuration tables of inter-band EN-DC, NE-DC and NR-DC related to FR2 bands acceptable?
· Merge different intra-band contiguous CA bandwidth classes of the same FR2 band together for combinations with the same number of bands which have the same FR1 part.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 4-2  Optimizations to delta TIB and RIB values
Sub-topic description: R4-2112437 is to discuss the pros and cons of tables and rule based approach for delta TIB/RIB optimization. A new option (2a) is proposed for table optimization. R4-2112792 is to present the statistical analyses of NR CA and EN-DC dTib values. Hypothesis rule sets for dTib and dRib values are put forward.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-2A: How to apply rules to new combos?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Include rules in TR 38.862 as reference but keep using table format for all new combos.
· Option 2: Include rules in TR 38.862 and/or TS 38.101 and no tables for new combos any more.
· Option 3: Include rules in TR 38.862 and/or TS 38.101 and apply to majority new combos with the exception of complex combinations using table format.
· Option 4: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 4-2B: How to apply rules to existing combos?
· Proposals
· Option 1: No changes to the existing combos.
· Option 2: Rearrange the existing combos and same process as the new combos.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 4-2C: Are the following rules for determining delta TIB and RIB acceptable?
· L-bands in above are below 1GHz 
· H-bands above 1 GHz and below 3GHz
· VH-bands are above 3 GHz 
· H-L dTib=0.3 and dRib=0
· L-L and H-H dTib=0.5 and dRib=0 (exception 1+3 dTib=0.3 and dRib=0)
· VH bands dTib=0.8 and dRib=0.5
· L-VH: L dTib=0.3 and dRib=0 and VH band dTib=0.8 and dRib=0.5
· H-VH: H dTib=0.5 and dRib=0 and VH band dTib=0.8 and dRib=0.5
· Carriers in bands with a harmonic falling onto one of the DLs: dTIB = 0.6 dB
· n79 with L and/or H bands dTib=0
· if not specified above then dRib = dTib-0.5 dB
· L-L-L and H-H-H case by case study
· Combinations with notes are handled case by case
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 4-2D: If table format for delta TIB and RIB is kept, which of the following options are preferable? And which of the following options are non-acceptable?
· Proposals
[image: ] [image: ]
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· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXZTE
	Sub topic 4-1: Simplifications to CA/DC configuration tables
[bookmark: OLE_LINK82][bookmark: OLE_LINK81]Issue 4-1A: Option 1.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK85]Issue 4-1B: With the solution of grouping the intra-band contiguous CA bandwidth classes for the same FR2 band, the size of EN-DC configuration table can be reduced. However, our concern is that the retrieval of the truncated configurations with “/” may cause problems.
Sub topic 4-2: Optimizations to delta TIB and RIB values
Issue 4-2A: Option 3.
Issue 4-2B: Option 1/3. No changes to the existing combos, since the changes of large number of existing combos will bring potential inconsistency risks to the spec. But the optimized table template can be applied if some solution in Issue 4-2D is compromised.
Issue 4-2C: Option 1 but open to new rules if introduced later. Updated analysis result on delta TIB and RIB should also be provided in next meeting for further verify the rules. For two band combinations, it is suggested to use table format, and it will be clearer to the rules?
	
	L
	H
	VH

	L
	
	
	

	H
	
	
	

	VH
	
	
	



Issue 4-2D: Preferable: Option 3a.
Non-acceptable: Option 1.

	Huawei
	Issue 4-1A: Option 1
Issue 4-1B: If we use these optimization, some clarification in the specification is needed. Otherwise, it may cause some confusion about the FR1+ FR2 notation.
Sub-topic 4-2: It seems that companies are trying to change the delta TIB and RIB requirements. Maybe a Rel-18 dedicated WI is needed.

	Samsung
	Sub topic 4-1: Simplifications to CA/DC configuration tables
Issue 4-1A:   Option 1 
Issue 4-1B:   I am glad to listen and follow experts’ suggestions. These optimization with “/” may bring troubles on searching combos especially for NE-DC including FR2. For EN-DC combos we can search the fallback mode  DC_1A-3A_n257A to find DC_1A_3A_n257I, but for NE-DC, it is indeed more difficult,  so considering this, not very sure if it is a good optimization.
Sub topic 4-2: Optimizations to delta TIB and RIB values
Issue 4-2A: Prefer Option 1. If the rules could be clearly defined and consensus reached, it is fine to have rules based approach and apply them to majority combos but leave complex exceptions in tables, but if no consensus, prefer to use table format no matter old combos or new ones. There seems many exceptions according to statistical distribution in R4-2112792. Besides, for option3, for combos not belong to the exceptions, only apply the rules to new combos but leave old combos in tables may make people more confused especially those not very familiar with 3GPP, if decide to apply rules, the old combos and new combos should be treated equally.

Issue 4-2B: Option 2, It is necessary to reduce the size of the spec with dramatically increasing band combos.

Issue 4-2C: Prefer Option 3, further analysis of dTib and dRib should be provided in next meeting and then decide whether to apply the rules accordingly because there seems many exceptions. But if want to take the rules just as general rules for reference, we are also ok with Option 1.
Issue 4-2D: Option 2 or Option 2a, high reduction radio and better readability.

	Nokia
	Issue 4-1A: Option 1: Yes.
Issue 4-1B: Option 1: Yes.
issue 4-2A: Too early to say if usable rules can be agreed, especially as our data is not complete. But we think option 1 could be best WF. Then rules can be referred in TP and hopefully we do not need to revise TPs so much any more for a reason that somebody found a band combination that justifies 0.1 dB more than what was used in TP.
Issue 4-2B: Option 1: No changes to existing combos.
Issue 4-2C: Option 3, more studies needed. We will provide updated data in future meeting(s)
Issue 4-2D: Preferred option is 2a. Least preferred option 3.

	Skyworks
	issue 4-2A: first we want to thank Nokia for the work on statistics that shows that there is both a majority that follows rules but also quite some inconsistent numbers and the 0.1dB addition/subtraction is often hard to justify (or even notice in reality). We would support adding rules as guidelines in the TR and only accept exceptions that are technically justified and are >0.2dB away from guideline.
Issue 4-2C: those case where the statistics are clear could be captured and when there is too much spread/outliers study further if they can be discriminated. It is also a big step to have rules for 75% of the cases and be left with only 25% to deal with
Issue 4-2D: Prefer option 2A and second row header with 1st band/2nd band… no need for Delta Tib since it is already in the first row

	CHTTL
	Issue 4-1A:   Option 3 (Option 1 in principle ok, I just wonder the “NR band” and “SCS kHz” and some of the values in second row are missing in Table 8.3.1.1-2.
Issue 4-1B: if my memory is correct, this was discussed before that might cause search problem, and also some issue in applying automatic tool. So that “/” is also not used in the excel sheet if the rule is followed.
Issue 4-2A, 4-2C: maybe need to wait for the updated result.
Issue 4-2B: Option 1: No changes to existing combos.
Issue 4-2D: Preferable: Option 3a, or Option 1, (prefer not to leave empty cells in the table). 

	Qualcomm
	Issue 4-1A: Option 1
Issue 4-1B: Agree with CTTL. Option 1 will cause search problem.
Issue 4-2A: Wait for updated data before making the decision.
Issue 4-2B: Option 1
Issue 4-2C: Wait for updated data before making the decision.

	AT&T
	Issue 4-1A: Option 1: Yes.
Issue 4-1B: Option 1: Yes. We would also like to propose that the same simplification be used in the band combination requests to avoid many additional unnecessary rows for the FR2 part.



CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2112720
	Company AZTE: Agreeable.

	
	Samsung: Agreeable

	
	



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
	Issue 4-1A: Is the optimization to the channel bandwidth per operating band for CA configuration table acceptable?
Issue 4-1B: Is the following optimization to the configuration tables of inter-band EN-DC, NE-DC and NR-DC related to FR2 bands acceptable?
Tentative agreements:
(Issue 4-1A)  
One table format issue was raised during the discussion. After further offline check with the company, it seems to be from the incompatible software issue and it is ok now.
The optimization to the channel bandwidth per operating band for CA configuration table is suggested to be agreeable.
(Issue 4-1B)  “/” can avoid many unnecessary duplicated rows for combinations with FR2 part, however it will cause search problem especially to cases like NE-DC etc. Further consideration is needed. 
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion in 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#4-2
	Issue 4-2A: How to apply rules to new combos?
Issue 4-2B: How to apply rules to existing combos?
Issue 4-2C: Are the following rules for determining delta TIB and RIB acceptable?
Issue 4-2D: If table format for delta TIB and RIB is kept, which of the following options are preferable? And which of the following options are non-acceptable?
Tentative agreements: 
Wait for update data in the future meeting(s) before making the decision of how to apply rules or tables. 
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  

	R4-2112720
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”Agreeable



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”.
None.
Topic #5: Others
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2112916
	ZTE Corporation
	Guideline 1: For uplink HPUE band(s) in HPUE inter-band NR CA, apply band edge relaxation to the uplink HPUE band(s) if this band has band edge relaxation for MOP as single band usage.
Guideline 2: For uplink intra-band contiguous CA or intra-band non-contiguous CA, apply band edge relaxation to the uplink configurations if this band has band edge relaxation for MOP as single band usage.
Guideline 3:  For uplink inter band CA or DC, apply band edge relaxation to the uplink configurations whose at least one of the bands has band edge relaxation for MOP as single band usage.



Open issues summary
There are one Tdoc submitted in this Topic which is related to guidelines on the band edge relaxation for MOP for CA/DC band combinations.
Sub-topic 5-1  Band edge relaxation for MOP
Sub-topic description: R4-2112916 is to collect the guidance on the band edge relaxation for MOP for band combination. The principles for band edge relaxation for MOP are provided for uplink intra-band contiguous / non-contiguous CA, uplink inter-band CA/DC and uplink HPUE inter-band CA.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 5-1A: Is the following guideline for HPUE inter-band CA acceptable?
· Guideline 1: For uplink HPUE band(s) in HPUE inter-band NR CA, apply band edge relaxation to the uplink HPUE band(s) if this band has band edge relaxation for MOP as single band usage.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 5-1B: Is the following guideline for uplink intra-band contiguous / non-contiguous CA acceptable?
· Guideline 2: For uplink intra-band contiguous CA or intra-band non-contiguous CA, apply band edge relaxation to the uplink configurations if this band has band edge relaxation for MOP as single band usage.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 5-1C: Is the following guideline for uplink inter-band CA/DC acceptable?
· Guideline 3:  For uplink inter band CA or DC, apply band edge relaxation to the uplink configurations whose at least one of the bands has band edge relaxation for MOP as single band usage.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXZTE
	Sub topic 5-1: Band edge relaxation for MOP
Issue 5-1A: Option 1.
Issue 5-1B: Option 1.
Issue 5-1C: Option 1.

	Huawei
	Sub topic 5-1: If these principles will be specified in RAN4’s core requirements, there is no need to record in this internal TR as guideline. If it is just a general guideline, the core requirements could be different with the text proposal.

	Samsung
	Sub topic 5-1: Band edge relaxation for MOP
Issue 5-1A: Option 1
Issue 5-1B: Option 1
Issue 5-1C: Option 1

	Nokia
	Nokia has a proposal how to solve this in [101] R4-2111723. Issue should be discussed there.

	CHTTL
	In UL CA/DC, since the power is averaged, we are not sure whether the band edge relaxation is still needed or not? But we are think this as opposite way, if this band doesn’t have the band edge relaxation for MOP as single band, it is obvious that it is also not needed in the related UL CA/DC.

	Qualcomm
	This is related with core requirements. Suggest not to discuss in this email thread at this stage.   

	ZTE
	To Nokia, we also see Nokia draft CR in#101, but we prefer not to capture the ‘guidelines’ into the TS. We can improve/correct the spec based on the principles. 
To CHTTL, such approach have been used for many  years since LTE. Also RAN4 have discussed it in last meeting.
To QC. It related to combination core requirements, we provide some guidelines here. So company can use it for their TP drafting.



CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2112916
	Company AZTE: Agreeable.

	
	Samsung: Agreeable

	
	Nokia: Guidelines i.e. proposals are ok but TP section may be outdated if R4-2111723 is approved. We should wait and see how R4-2111723 is treated.
CHTTL: see comment in 5.3.1.



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#5-1
	Issue 5-1A: Is the following guideline for HPUE inter-band CA acceptable?
Issue 5-1B: Is the following guideline for uplink intra-band contiguous / non-contiguous CA acceptable?
Issue 5-1C: Is the following guideline for uplink inter-band CA/DC acceptable?
Tentative agreements:
Further coordination with the outcome of R4-2111723 in email thread #101 is needed.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Coordinate with the outcome of R4-2111723 in email thread #101.



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  

	R4-2112916
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”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 5-1 Band edge relaxation for MOP
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	In the revision TP, we remove the corresponding text to avoid the conflictions with Nokia's CRs (R4-2114871/R4-2114872/R4-2114873) in thread #101. The TP aims to cover some guidelines and gives some examples to explain how it works. For the guidelines themselves, we think they are similar with the NOTE corrected in Nokia's CRs.

	Nokia
	We appreciate the TP. This, however, must be a TP to give a guideline a way to produce a TP, but not must be give how to interpret the specification(The latter part itself is not harmful).
So, my alternative is this TP firstly needs to share the information that a NOTE on band configurations are not necessary anymore while the NOTE on intra CA/DC is required and its guideline, i.e.,follow signal band requirement.

	ZTE
	After some offline discussion with Nokia, we have made the corrections and the revision can be found at:
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_100-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B100-e%5D%5B144%5D%20FS_BC_handling/Round%202/draft%20R4-2115055%20TP%20to%20TR38.862_Guidelines%20on%20the%20band%20edge%20relaxation%20for%20MOP%20for%20band%20combination_r1_Hiro_ZTE.docx


Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2115055
(Revision of R4-2112916)
	The revision TP provides the guideline on the band edge relaxation of MOP for CA/DC band combination. The wording has been improved to avoid the conflictions with CRs (R4-2114871/R4-2114872/R4-2114873) in thread #101.
The TP is suggested to be approved.



Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on …
	YYY
	

	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	TR 38.862 V030 Band combination handling
	ZTE Corporation
	

	TP on the rules of NE-DC with contiguous intra-band NR and LTE carriers
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	

	TP on ULSUP notation
	ZTE Corporation
	

	TP on addition or removal of channel BW in existing BCS
	Ericsson
	

	TP to TR38.862: Guidelines on the band edge relaxation for MOP for CA/DC band combination
	ZTE Corporation
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2112717
	TR 38.862 V020 Band combination handling
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-2114238
	TP for TR 38.862: WID realignment
	T-Mobile USA, Ericsson, AT&T
	Postponed
	

	R4-2112719
	TP on rules of DC configuration table
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2112176
	TP on the rules of NE-DC with contiguous intra-band NR and LTE carriers
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Revised
	

	R4-2112718
	TP on ULSUP notation
	ZTE Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2113568
	Discussion on addition or removal of channel BW’s (NBC changes) in existing BCS’s
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2112720
	TP on channel bandwidth for CA configuration table
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2112436
	Optimization to configurations table of inter-band EN-DC and NE-DC including FR2,inter-band EN-DC including FR1 and FR2, inter-band NR-DC between FR1 and FR2
	Samsung
	Noted
	

	R4-2112437
	Discussion on rules based approach and optimized tables of delta TIB and RIB
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