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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA

Below is the whole list treated in this email thread.
	TDoc
	Mirrors
	Title
	Source
	Moderator’s remarks

	R4-2111970
	
	CR for TS 38.104:On NR PUSCH UL TA performance requirement(Rel-16)
	CATT
	1. Mandate the ULTA requirements for Scenario X;
2. Align exclusion of Doppler shift consideration for Scenario Z. 
Should be draft CR according to the meeting guidance

	R4-2111971
	
	CR for TS 38.104:On NR PUSCH UL TA performance requirement(Rel-17)
	CATT
	Cat. A, should not have been uploaded.

	R4-2112325
	
	CR to TS 38.104 Update on UL timing adjustment performance requirements
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Resubmission of an agreed Rel-17 mirror CR but missing in the latest spec implementation

	R4-2112398
	R4-2112399
	draft CR for 38.104 R16 channel model name correction
	Ericsson
	Correction of channel model names TDLC300-600 and TDLC300-1200 in Annex

	R4-2112835
	R4-2112836
	Draft CR to 38.141-1: BS UL TA test condition AWGN level correction (8.2.5)
	Keysight Technologies UK Ltd
	Correct AWGN level for the case 30k/10M (SCS/CBW)

	R4-2113367
	R4-2113368
	Draft CR to 37.145-2: Correction of AWGN level description for performance requirements
	Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Clarify AWGN level and remove an empty table heading.

	R4-2113628
	R4-2113629
	draftCR 38104 FR2 PUCCH format 2 intraSlot frequency hopping correction for one and two symbols cases
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	Correct intra-slot frequency hopping in the test params for PUCCH format 2.

	R4-2113754
	
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.104 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2113755
	R4-2113756
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in  TS 38.104 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2113757
	R4-2113758
R4-2113759
	draftCR: UCI overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-1 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2113760
	
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2113761
	R4-2113762
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2114405
	R4-2114406
R4-2114407
	Draft CR to TS 37.145-2: AWGN noise level for BS demodulation requirements for NR, Rel-15
	Huawei
	Similar change as R4-2113367/3368

	R4-2112519
	
	Correction to FRC parameters table G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Discussion paper to show the wrong calculation of the number of code blocks in Table G-FR1-A4-29A in 38.141

	R4-2112653
	R4-2112732
	Draft CR to 38.141-1: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Changes according to R4-2112519

	R4-2112691
	R4-2112761
	Draft CR to 38.141-2: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Changes according to R4-2112519
Missing 104 CR?






Topic #1: Maintenance on UL TA performance requirements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary

	TDoc
	Mirrors
	Title
	Source
	Moderator’s remarks

	R4-2111970
	R4-211971
	CR for TS 38.104:On NR PUSCH UL TA performance requirement(Rel-16)
	CATT
	1. Mandate the ULTA requirements for Scenario X;
2. Align exclusion of Doppler shift consideration for Scenario Z. 
Should be draft CR according to the meeting guidance

	R4-2111971
	
	CR for TS 38.104:On NR PUSCH UL TA performance requirement(Rel-17)
	CATT
	Cat. A, should not have been uploaded.

	R4-2112325
	
	CR to TS 38.104 Update on UL timing adjustment performance requirements
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Resubmission of an agreed Rel-17 mirror CR but missing in the latest spec implementation

	R4-2112835
	R4-2112836
	Draft CR to 38.141-1: BS UL TA test condition AWGN level correction (8.2.5)
	Keysight Technologies UK Ltd
	Correct AWGN level for the case 30k/10M (SCS/CBW)



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: Optionality of UL TA performance requirements
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: Are UL TA performance requirements mandatory for Scenario X while optional for Scenario Y and Z?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, mandatory for Scenario X, and optional for Scenario Y and Z
· Option 2: No, optional for Scenario X, Y and Z.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Intel
	Issue 1-1: Are UL TA performance requirements mandatory for Scenario X while optional for Scenario Y and Z?
Yes, according to the RAN4 agreement on RAN4 #96e.

	Huawei
	Option 1. As per the approved WF R4-2012676 and R4-2017550 for NR FR1 HST BS performance requirements: UL TA for Scenario X was agreed to add into the non-HST sub-section. Scenario Y and Z are only applicable if BS declares to support HST.

	Samsung
	We are ok with option 1, since scenario Y and Z are targeting for high speed, the requirement is optional based on BS manufacturer

	CATT
	Support option 1 based on previous agreements.

	Ericsson
	According to the agree applicability rule for UL TA “Unless otherwise stated, the tests for UL timing adjustment for scenario Y and scenario Z shall apply only if high speed train is declared to be supported (see D.109 in table 4.6-1). A BS that passes the tests for scenario Y or scenario Z, can also consider the tests for scenario X passed.” It shows that Scenario X is also not mandatory for high speed train scenario. 
We define UL TA requirement for high speed train and normal mode separately. In that case, it would be better to clarify Scenario X is only mandatory for normal mode and optional for high speed train, while Scenario Y and Z are optional for normal mode. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	It is our understanding that is was agreed for scenario X to be mandatory, however if either scenario Y or Z is passed, then the test for X can be skipped [R4-2012676, R4-2017676].
I.e., option 1.
This was also captured in TS 38.141-1 (at least g80) and the same understanding is being propagated to TS 38.104 by CATT’s CRs.


 

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.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2111970 /1971
	IntelCompany A These CRs should be merged with R4-2112325 or vice versa

	
	Huawei: The updates are fine for us. But the Rel-17 CR colliding with R4-2112325 should be solved.Company B

	
	Samsung: we are fine with this modification, it should be draft CR without CR number

	
	CATT: We submitted Rel-17 CR before meeting instead of post meeting due to different corrections arising from different original contents in Rel-16/Rel-17 specs.
Sorry for the formal CR. These two CRs can be revised to draft CRs based on agreements.

	
	Ericsson: Modification need to wait for the agreement of issue 1-1. As mentioned above, this part is overlapping with ZTE’s CR for R17, could these CRs be handled by only one set?

	
	Huawei: After double checked the Rel-16/17 CRs, as pointed out by CATT, the current updates in the CRs are not exactly same for Rel-16 and Rel-17, in such case, the Rel-17 CR should not be Cat. A. 
It is better to handle the updates in one CR.

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell:
We agree with this change. It was already included in 38.141-1 V16.8.0 previously and is just propagated to 104 here.
However, as pointed out by the moderators, the tdoc type is not allowed in this meeting. It might be necessary to withdraw and resubmit as draftCR, following allocation of new draftCR tdoc.
At the same time, the contributors might want to consider amending the FDRA table in 104 at the same time:
104
	Frequency domain resource assignment
	RB assignment
	10MHz CBW: 25 RB for each UE 40MHz CBW: 50 RB for each UE



141-1
	Frequency domain resource assignment
	RB assignment
	5 MHz CBW/15kHz SCS: 12 RB for each UE
10MHz CBW/15kHz SCS: 25 RB for each UE
10MHz CBW/30kHz SCS: 12 RB for each UE 
40MHz CBW/30kHz SCS: 50 RB for each UE





	R4-2112325
	IntelCompany A This CRs should be merged with R4-2111970 /1971 or vice versa

	
	Huawei: 
- This CR should be Cat. F, because the original Cat. F CR R4-2103868 agreed in last meeting has been implemented in the latest specification. 
- The colliding with R4-2111971 should be solved.
- The original Table 8.2.5.1-1/2 and Table G.4-1 should be removed completely instead of leaving an empty table.Company B

	
	Samsung: According the MCC’s guideline, we are not sure whether it is a proper to submit a category A while there is no category F CRs submitted. It seems that submitting cat.F CR for Rel-17 directly is more proper.
Considering there is no simulation results updated, the [] can be removed
Regarding to the UL timing adjustment requirement, since scenario Y and Z are targeting for high speed, the requirement is optional based on BS manufacturer, As for scenario X, it should be mandatory
For both scenarios Y and Z, Doppler shift is not taken into account.
The FRC table for 15KHz SCS 5MHz CBW per UE  and 30MKz SCS 10MHz CBW per UE is missing in Table A.4-2B

	
	Ericsson: The statement in 8.2.5 need to wait for the agreement of issue 1-1. This part is overlapping with R4-2111970, could it be handled by one CR?
The blank tables are not deleted completely. 

	R4-2112835 /2836
	Company A

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: AgreeCompany .B

	
	Samsung: fine with this modification



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
	Observations:
A common understanding that Scenario X is mandatory according to RAN4 agreements, however, there is an interpretation that Scenario X is mandatory only for normal mode, but optional for HST mode.
Also there is a concern on the category of the missing Rel-17 CR, and other comments on FDRA alignment between TS 38.104 and TS 38.141-1, and removal empty tables.
And overlapping of Rel-17 CRs.
Tentative agreements:
Scenario X is mandatory only for normal mode, but testing is optional for HST mode, if either scenario Y or Z is passed in HST mode.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Revise Rel-16 and Rel-17 CRs to capture the above comments and agreements.




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

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



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

· CATT provides a revision of R4-2111970 on Rel-16 as DRAFT CR according to the comments and agreements
· R4-2111971 on Rel-17 will be merged to R4-2112325
· ZTE provides a revision of R4-2112325 on Rel-17 as draft CR according to the comments and agreements and merging R4-2111971.

Moderator’s summary after 2nd round discussion:
· Drafts provided with no more comments. Suggested to be agreeable.

Topic #2: FRC table corrections
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	TDoc
	Mirrors
	Title
	Source
	Moderator’s remarks

	R4-2113754
	
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.104 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS. (A.4, A.5)

	R4-2113755
	R4-2113756
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in  TS 38.104 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS. (A.4, A.5, A.7)

	R4-2113757
	R4-2113758
R4-2113759
	draftCR: UCI overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-1 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2113760
	
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2113761
	R4-2113762
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Corrections of FRC tables for multiplexing UCI and PTRS.

	R4-2112519
	
	Correction to FRC parameters table G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Discussion paper to show the wrong calculation of the number of code blocks in Table G-FR1-A4-29A in 38.141

	R4-2112653
	R4-2112732
	Draft CR to 38.141-1: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Changes according to R4-2112519

	R4-2112691
	R4-2112761
	Draft CR to 38.141-2: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Changes according to R4-2112519
Missing 104 CR?




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description: FRC corrections related to multiplexing UCI. “Total number of bits per slot” and “Total symbols per slot” in FRC tables reflect the RE occupancy of data from UL_SCH only, thus if UCI is multiplexed, RE occupancy of data from UL SCH should be reduced. Another way is to explicitly indicate that it should include the multiplexed REs.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: Do you think it is necessary to add a note clarifying REs occupancy in terms of “Total number of bits per slot” and “Total symbols per slot” in FRC tables include the multiplexed UCI bits if any?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description : FRC corrections related to multiplexing PTRS. “Total number of bits per slot” and “Total symbols per slot” in FRC tables reflect the RE occupancy of data from UL_SCH only, thus if PTRS is multiplexed, RE occupancy of data from UL SCH should be reduced. One possible way is to separate calculation for the two cases with PTRS and without PTRS. This is possible since in all test parameters as of today if  PTRS is configured then PTRS has the same density (KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1 ).
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2-1: Whether or not to consider a future-proof scheme which can account for a PTRS configured with a different density, i.e., other K and L values than KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1 ?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2-2: If the answer to Issue 2-2-1 is No, do you think it is necessary to separate calculations for the two cases with PTRS configured or not in FRC tables where the density of PTRS is assumed to be the same (KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1)?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2-3: If the answer to Issue 2-2-2 is No, do you think it is necessary to add a note similar to UCI multiplexing, indicating the RE occupancy of PTRS?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-3
Sub-topic description : FRC corrections related to G-FR1-A4-29A
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-3: Do you agree with the calculation of the number of code blocks shown in R4-2112519 according to TS 38.212?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	IntelXXX
	Issue 2-1: Do you think it is necessary to add a note clarifying REs occupancy in terms of “Total number of bits per slot” and “Total symbols per slot” in FRC tables include the multiplexed UCI bits if any?
We support adding of clarification on number of bits and symbols in case of UCI multiplexing. Option 1.

	Huawei
	It is the agreement to add a note to clarify that the “Total number of bits per slot” and “Total symbols per slot” in FRC tables include the multiplexed UCI bits in last RAN4#99-e meeting as shown below:
[image: ]

	Samsung
	Option 1, Ok with this modification to follow the agreement achieved in the last meeting

	Ericsson
	Agree with Option 1. It is agreed in the last meeting. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 1.
Yes, we do see it necessary to add the proposed note:
“NOTE 3:	The calculation of the “Total number of bits per slot” and “Total symbols per slot” fields include the REs taken up by CSI part 1 and CSI part 2, if present.”
If this note was left out, we would need to create completely new FRCs for UCI over PUSCH; it would no longer be possible to re-use the normal PUSCH FRCs.
The chosen note sufficiently explains the exception of the UL_SCH payload calculation.


 
Sub topic 2-2 
	Company
	Comments

	IntelXXX
	Issue 2-2-1: Whether or not to consider a future-proof scheme which can account for a PTRS configured with a different density, i.e., other K and L values than KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1 ?
We prefer unified solution for all BS FRCs. Same time proposed scheme introduces two new rows only in some of FRC tables: Total number of bits per slot without PT-RS/ Total number of bits per slot with PT-RS etc. Can we simply update number of bits and symbols and add note, if needed, that these values are calculated considering PT-RS rate matching? 
Prefer Option 2. 
Issue 2-2-2: If the answer to Issue 2-2-1 is No, do you think it is necessary to separate calculations for the two cases with PTRS configured or not in FRC tables where the density of PTRS is assumed to be the same (KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1)? 
Not necessary – Option 2. We did not define FRCs with and without DMRS, SRS etc. 
Issue 2-2-3: If the answer to Issue 2-2-2 is No, do you think it is necessary to add a note similar to UCI multiplexing, indicating the RE occupancy of PTRS?
Support Option 1. Additional note for FRCs with PT-RS might be helpful if we simply update number of bits and symbols.


2021-08-18
Sorry, we missed the agreement reached in the previous meeting. In this case we have no objections and support adding of two new rows in FRCs with PT-RS. Also, we support note to clarify PT-RS configuration, because it makes calculations more transparent in case RAN4 will introduce requirements with other PT-RS configurations.

	Huawei
	No need to re-discuss this issue. As per the approved WF R4-2108503 in last RAN4#99-e for the overhead of with and without PT-RS configuration, the following agreement was reached:
· Consider the overhead of PT-RS for “bits per slot” and “REs per slot” calculation and update the corresponding FRCs.
Update FRCs to include two rows for “bits per slot” and “REs per slot” each; one including PT-RS and one excluding PT-RS
It is a future proof way, if PT-RS configuration other than KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1 is configured in the future, the corresponding FRCs for “bits per slot” and “REs per slot” can be calculated accordingly.
2021-08-17:
We prefer to keep the previous agreement reached in last meeting that RAN4 spent much time and efforts.
For FRC with other density, we agree with Samsung, RAN4 can discuss it in the future if needed, currently it is not necessary to consider other PT-RS density and just aligned with the test cases defined in the specification.

	
	2021-08-19:
@Intel, Ericsson and Nokia
It is fine for us to add note to specify the PT-RS configuration:
“NOTE 4: PT-RS configuration KPT-RS =2, LPT-RS =1.”

	Samsung
	Issue 2-2-1
We prefer option 2
In the current stage, we don't think it is necessary to define the FRC with other different density, since the FRC defined is aligned with the test cased agreed. In case of other density introduced for requirement in feature, either define a new FRC or add a note to differentiate the FRC introduced

Issue 2-2-2 
We prefer option 1
the purpose is to differentiate the FRC with and without PT-RS configuration, since the data occupied by PT-RS will be rate matching, which results in the available RE for data is different 

Issue 2-2-3
We prefer option 1

	Ericsson
	In the last meeting, it was agreed that “Consider the overhead of PT-RS for “bits per slot” and “REs per slot” calculation and update the corresponding FRC.” It would be clear for user to know the exact resources for PUSCH. Considering other possible PT-RS configuration, we can add PT-RS configurations in the note. 
For example,
Table A.4-5: FRC parameters for FR2 PUSCH performance requirements, transform precoding disabled, Additional DM-RS position = pos0 and 1 transmission layer (16QAM, R=658/1024)
	Reference channel
	G-FR2-A4-1
	G-FR2-A4-2
	G-FR2-A4-3(Note 3)
	G-FR2-A4-4
	G-FR2-A4-5

	Subcarrier spacing [kHz]
	60
	60
	120
	120
	120

	Allocated resource blocks
	66
	132
	32
	66
	132

	CP-OFDM Symbols per slot (Note 1)
	9
	9
	9
	9
	9

	Modulation
	16QAM
	16QAM
	16QAM
	16QAM
	16QAM

	Code rate (Note 2)
	658/1024
	658/1024
	658/1024
	658/1024
	658/1024

	Payload size (bits)
	18432
	36896
	8968
	18432
	36896

	Transport block CRC (bits)
	24
	24
	24
	24
	24

	Code block CRC size (bits)
	24
	24
	24
	24
	24

	Number of code blocks - C
	3
	5
	2
	3
	5

	Code block size including CRC (bits) (Note 2)
	6176
	7408
	4520
	6176
	7408

	Total number of bits per slot without PT-RS
	28512
	57024
	13824
	28512
	57024

	Total number of bits per slot with PT-RS (Note 4)
	27324
	54648
	13248
	27324
	54648

	Total number of bits per slot with PT-RS (Note 5)
	
	
	
	
	

	Total symbols per slot without PT-RS
	7128
	14256
	3456
	7128
	14256

	Total symbols per slot with PT-RS (Note 4)
	6831
	13662
	3312
	6831
	13662

	Total symbols per slot with PT-RS (Note 5)
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE 1:	DM-RS configuration type = 1 with DM-RS duration = single-symbol DM-RS and the number of DM-RS CDM groups without data is 2, Additional DM-RS position = pos0 with l0= 0 as per Table 6.4.1.1.3-3 of TS 38.211 [5].
NOTE 2:	Code block size including CRC (bits) equals to K' in clause 5.2.2 of TS 38.212 [15].
NOTE 3:	The calculation of the “Total number of bits per slot” and “Total symbols per slot” fields include the REs taken up by CSI part 1 and CSI part 2, if present.
NNOTE 4: PT-RS configuration is KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1
NNOTE 4: PT-RS configuration is KPT-RS =a , LPT-RS =b



If companies agree not to calculate separately, then a note like UCI would be necessary. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-2-1: No.
Issue 2-2-2: Yes, just like in the proposed CRs (e.g., R4-2113754).
However, on second look it seems necessary to add a note that clarifies the “with PT-RS” to mean “KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1” only. 
We would propose now:
	“NOTE 4: PT-RS configuration KPT-RS =2, LPT-RS =1.”
(Issue 2-2-3: No. But we answered yes in 2-2-2.)



Sub topic 2-3 
	Company
	Comments

	IntelXXX
	Issue 2-3: Do you agree with the calculation of the number of code blocks shown in R4-2112519 according to TS 38.212?
Support option 1. Total number of code blocks should be 2.

	Huawei
	Option 1: Yes. The correction is right.

	Samsung
	We are fine with option 1. After further checking, the calculation in R4-2112519 should be correct.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Option 1. The calculation is aligned with our understanding.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We agree with the calculation, i.e., option 1. 
The number of code blocks should be 2 (instead of currently 1), and hence the code block size changes as shown in the CRs.


 
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

	R4-2113754
R4-2113755
R4-2113757
R4-2113760
R4-2113761
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Samsung: Ok with modification.
Just one comment for 3755 and 3761 cat.F CR for 104 and 141-2, the modification includes the FRC tables introduced for both Rel-15 and Rel-16 in different WI, one is for Rel-15 with “NR_newRAT-Perf” in A.4 and A.5, another is for Rel-16 with “NR_perf_enh-Perf” in A.7
We are not sure whether same WI code “NR_newRAT-Perf” is used for Rel-15 and Rel-16? 

	
	Huawei: Thanks for Samsung’s comments. For the Rel-15 and Rel-16 updates that belong to different WI code “NR_newRAT-Perf” and “NR_perf_enh-Perf”, it is fine for us to split the CRs as per the Rel-15 and Rel-16. Any other suggestion is welcome.
2021-08-19:
@Samsung, by following MCC guidance, we added Rel-16 WI code “NR_perf_enh-Perf” in the CR coversheet, i.e. the CR includes both Rel-15 and Rel-16 WI code.
The revised CRs by including additional note for PT-RS configuration KPT-RS =2, LPT-RS =1 are uploaded for further review.

	R4-2112653
R4-2112691 
	Company AIntel: We also need a CRs to TS 38.104 Rel-16/17

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
We agree with the change. The number of code blocks should be 2 (instead of currently 1), and hence the code block size changes as shown in the CRs.Company B

	
	Samsung: after further checking, the calculation is correct. 
One minor comment is for cover page, why the revision number is 1? What the revision Tdoc?
For 2112653, the change is for 38.141-1, so it may has impact on test spec 141-2 in the cover page.
The FRC is introduced for Rel-16 FR1 HST WI, so WI code should be “NR_HST-Perf” for both R4-2112653/2691



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
	Observations: 
Sub-topic 2-1:
Clear confirmation on the RAN4 agreements already made on RE occupancy of multiplexed UCI bits.
Sub-topic 2-2: 
Clear common understanding on the added row indicating different RE numbers due to a configured PT-RS, however, addressing the potential different PT-RS configuration might be needed by adding a clarification note. 
Sub-topic 2-3:
Unanimous confirmation on the correct calculation. Solving missing 104 CRs 
Tentative agreements:
Revise CRs according to comments received.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Sub-topic 2-1/2-2: Revise CRs according to comments received:
(1) Solving WI codes on the cover 
(2) Add a clarification note on the PT-RS configuration KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1
Sub-topic 2-3:
(1) Submit missing 104 CRs.




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

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

	
	

	
	



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
Sub-topic 2-1/2-2: 
Revise CRs according to comments received:
(1) Solving WI codes on the cover 
(2) Add a clarification note on the PT-RS configuration KPT-RS =2 , LPT-RS =1
Sub-topic 2-3:
Submit missing 104 CRs.

	Company
	Comments

	Samsung
	The revision number and revision history are missing in the cover page for R4-2115678/79/80/81
The type of CR should be ”draft CR”, and please add the revision history in R4-2115674

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Moderator’s summary:
Agreeable after addressing all the comments received.
· The type of R4-2115674 is changed to draftCR from CR, as requested by the meeting rules.
Topic #3: Miscellaneous
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary

	TDoc
	Mirrors
	Title
	Source
	Moderator’s remarks

	R4-2112398
	R4-2112399
	draft CR for 38.104 R16 channel model name correction
	Ericsson
	Correction of channel model names TDLC300-600 and TDLC300-1200 in Annex

	R4-2113367
	R4-2113368
	Draft CR to 37.145-2: Correction of AWGN level description for performance requirements
	Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Clarify AWGN level and remove an empty table heading.

	R4-2113628
	R4-2113629
	draftCR 38104 FR2 PUCCH format 2 intraSlot frequency hopping correction for one and two symbols cases
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	Correct intra-slot frequency hopping in the test params for PUCCH format 2.

	R4-2114405
	R4-2114406
R4-2114407
	Draft CR to TS 37.145-2: AWGN noise level for BS demodulation requirements for NR, Rel-15
	Huawei
	Similar change as R4-2113367/3368




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 3-1
Sub-topic description: Intra-slott frequency hopping in the test parameters in PUCCH format 2.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 32-1: Do you agree the correction on intra-slot frequency hopping in the test parameters for PUCCH format 2 as shown in R4-2113628?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1 
	Company
	Comments

	IntelXXX
	Issue 3-1: Do you agree the correction on intra-slot frequency hopping in the test parameters for PUCCH format 2 as shown in R4-2113628?
Support Option 1.

	Huawei
	Option 1: Yes. It is correct to set N/A for 1 symbol and Enabled for 2 symbols for intra-slot frequency hopping of PUCCH.

	Samsung
	Option 1: We are fine with correction to align the agreement in previous meeting, intra-slot frequency hopping is enable for number of symbols larger than 1.

	Ericsson
	Support option 1.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 1.
We have noticed this specification mismatch between 38.104 V16/V17 and 38.104 V15/38.141-2, i.e., 38.104 V15/38.141-2 have the correct hopping parameters as proposed in the CRs.
The root cause was traced back to implementation of Cat-F CR [R4-2001172], while corresponding Cat-A CR [R4-2001173] has not been implemented as intended.
The change also aligns with the logic of single symbol PUCCH being intra-slot FH N/A, and double symbol PUCCH allowing intra-slot FH enabled.



  
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

	R4-2112398

	Huawei: The updates are fine.Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Samsung: Thanks for Ericsson’ correction on channel model, we are fine with this modification, one minor comment is for the CR cover page. Since this CR is for core-spec with 104,  it  seems that the test spec as 141-1 and 141-2 will be impacted, so it was suggestion to 141-1 and 141-2 into the content of other specs affected

	R4-2113628
	Huawei: It is better to set the work item code to “NR_newRAT-Perf” as per the latest MCC guidance in RAN#92Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Samsung: Thanks for Nokia’ correction on the test parameters for intra-slot frequency hopping, we are fine with this modification to align previous agreement, one minor comment is for the CR cover page. Since this CR is for core-spec with 104,  it  seems that the test spec as 141-1 and 141-2 will be impacted, so it was suggestion to 141-1 and 141-2 into the content of other specs affected

	R4-2113367

	Huawei: This update should be made from Rel-15 that is covered by R4-2114405 from Huawei. R4-2113367(Cat.F) and R4-2113368(Cat.A) are colliding with the mirror CRs R4-2114406 (Rel-16)/4407(Rel-17) from Huawei.
It is better to set the work item code to “NR_newRAT-Perf” as per the latest MCC guidance in RAN#92.Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Samsung: similar change with R4-2114405, it is suggested to merge these two CRs together, Meanwhile, one minor comment is for the CR cover page, it seems that there is no TEI16 WI code, it should be “NR_newRAT-Perf”

	R4-2114405
	Huawei: R4-2114405 for Rel-15 is fine and no colliding with other CR, but the mirror CR R4-2114406 (Rel-16) and R4-2114407 (Rel-17) that are collided with R4-2113367/68 should be solved.Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Samsung: Similar change with R4-2113367, it is suggested to merge these two CRs together

	
	Ericsson: We agree that the section on AWGN needs clarification. However, the consequences of misunderstanding the text and setting a different AWGN level do not impact the test validity. So, we do not think there is a motivation for an essential technical correction. To keep the bar for Rel-15 to be for essential corrections only and not editorial modifications, we think this change should be made from Rel-16. 
In addition, we think that the wording should be modified so that it does not state that the AWGN should be equal to 38.141-2. The reason for this is that the note was added that in 38.141-2 the AWGN level may be adjusted if needed. So, it would be good to avoid the impression that in all circumstances the AWGN level should be equal to the values in the table. (We have some proposed wording in R4-2113367)

	
	Huawei: We did not fully understand Ericsson’s comments that this update should not be applied to Rel-15. As per agreement R4-2108502 in last meeting, the Note about related AWGN power level possible updates during the testing is applied from Rel-15 for TS 38.141-1/2. 

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell:
We prefer our co-proposed CRs R4-2113367 and R4-2113368.
Rel-15 should not be changed at this point, unless the specification is broken, but the changed parts are only in [] and the tables are empty.
Furthermore, “set according” seems more appropriate than “is equal”, now that we have allowed to remove the AWGN_offset, if required by testing.
Would it be possible to merge the R16/R17 versions and to abandon the R15 version?

	
	Huawei: We are fully confused by Ericsson and Nokia’s comments that we abandon the updates to R15 version, but with the updates to TS 38.141-/2 from Rel-15. could you clarify any technical concerns?
We did not find any confusion about the wording in our CR with further clarification of the AWGN levels for respective PUSCH, PUCCH, or PRACH tests.

	
	Ericsson: Our reasoning for not doing this for rel-15 is that it is basically an editorial change. Although the spec is not ideal because it has square brackets, it still implies that the AWGN levels can be obtained from 38.141-2. If the AWGN level is not set incorrectly, the test is not invalidated.
There are likely many places in the specs that can be improved, but our understanding is that Rel-15 changes are needed where there is a significant technical issue.
For the previous CRs for 38 series, the technical issue was that the lack of flexibility to adjust the AWGN levels could cause insufficient link budget for some tests or receiver saturation. Now that is fixed and the issue here is basically the presence of square brackets in the reference to 38.
Regarding the wording, if we are going to improve the spec our preference is not to say that the AWGN level is equal to 38.141-2 but rather follows 38.141-2. The reason is that 38.141-2 does not require that the values in the table are always used and the text about being equal might give that impression.

	
	Huawei: I am seriously confused by Ericsson’s response. If we conclude the update to Rel-15 is editorial changes, how to judge the similar updates to Rel-16 from Ericsson, I am comparing the updates from Rel-15 and Rel-16 as below:
Rel-15 (R4-2114405 from Huawei): [image: ]
Rel-16 (R4-2113367 from Ericsson):
[image: ]
Except the wording, what is the technical difference between the updates to Rel-15 and Rel-16?
For the specification quality, Huawei as editor will improve the quality if necessary, the improvement is applied to both Rel-15 and Rel-16.
If Ericsson think that this update is only applicable to 38 series and not applicable to all AAS related specification, then both Rel-15 and Rel-16 updates are not needed, how to understand that RAN4 does the update to Rel-16 and onwards, but abandon Rel-15? What is the technical reason behind?
For AAS testing, it is refer to the test procedure of TS 38.141-2, the AWGN level can exactly follow the setting in TS 38.141-2, in such as, the AWGN level in AAS equals to the AWGN level in TS 38.141-2 is very reasonable. We did not observe any issues at all.



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:
Revision shown in R4-2113628 is agreeable.
For CRs on AWGN level correction, different views on a minor wording and whether or not it should be corrected in Rel-15.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
1) Revise R4-2113628 by fixing coversheet issues.
2) Discuss merging the changes from R4-2113367 and R4-2114405 for Rel-16 and Rel-17 like the following sentence:
The power level for the transmission may be set such that the AWGN level at the RIB is equal set according to the AWGN level quoted in respective PUSCH, PUCCH, or PRACH test procedure of TS 38.141-2 [34] minus ΔOTAREFSENS.
3) Discuss further if the above change should apply to Rel-15.





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”.
· The contents of R4-21112398 is agreeable, need a revision by fixing cover sheet issues: affected TSs, WI code.
· The contents of R4-2112628 is agreeable, need a revision by fixing cover sheet issues: affected TSs
·  Revise R4-2113628 by fixing coversheet issues.
· Discuss merging the changes from R4-2113367 and R4-2114405 for Rel-16 and Rel-17 like the following sentence, and if it is agreeable, Rel-16 and Rel-17 CRs will be split to two companies (Ericsson to take Rel-16 CR and withdraw Rel-17 mirror CR, and Huawei to withdraw Rel-16 CR and take Rel-17 mirror CR).
The power level for the transmission may be set such that the AWGN level at the RIB is equal set according to the AWGN level quoted in respective PUSCH, PUCCH, or PRACH test procedure of TS 38.141-2 [34] minus ΔOTAREFSENS.
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	This formulation is ok for us.
The corresponding CRs have already been reviewed favourably. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



· Discuss further if the above change should apply to Rel-15.
· Hold on Rel-15 CR (R4-2114405) as “Return-to” before a consensus reached.

	Company
	Comments

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	The change is technical due to the “minus delta_OTAREFSENS” removal. We agree that this correction should be introduced in Rel-15 already. 
The corresponding CRs have already been reviewed favourably.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Moderator’s summary:
· The proposed sentence is agreeable: 
The power level for the transmission may be set such that the AWGN level at the RIB is equal set according to the AWGN level quoted in respective PUSCH, PUCCH, or PRACH test procedure of TS 38.141-2 [34] minus ΔOTAREFSENS.

· Changes of R4-2113367 will be merged to R4-2114406
· Revise R4-2114405.
Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on …
	YYY
	

	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	Draft CR to 38.104: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A (Rel-16)
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Same changes in R4-2112653 (TS38.141-1) and R4-2112691(TS-38.141-2). Agreeable

	Draft CR to 38.104: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A (Rel-17)
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Same changes in R4-2112653 (TS38.141-1) and R4-2112691(TS-38.141-2). Agreeable.



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	R4-2111970
	CR for TS 38.104:On NR PUSCH UL TA performance requirement(Rel-16)
	CATT
	Revised
	Type changed to “Draft CR”

	R4-2111971
	CR for TS 38.104:On NR PUSCH UL TA performance requirement(Rel-17)
	CATT
	Noted
	Merged to R4-2112325

	R4-2112325
	CR to TS 38.104 Update on UL timing adjustment performance requirements
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Revised 
	

	R4-2112398
	draft CR for 38.104 R16 channel model name correction
	Ericsson
	Revised
	Hold on Mirror CR: 
R4-2112399

	R4-2112835
	Draft CR to 38.141-1: BS UL TA test condition AWGN level correction (8.2.5)
	Keysight Technologies UK Ltd
	Agreeable
	Please upload the Mirror CR: 
R4-2112836

	R4-2113367
	Draft CR to 37.145-2: Correction of AWGN level description for performance requirements
	Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	Mirror CR: 
R4-2113368 

	R4-2113628
	draftCR 38104 FR2 PUCCH format 2 intraSlot frequency hopping correction for one and two symbols cases
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	Revised
	Hold on Mirror CR: 
R4-2113629

	R4-2113754
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.104 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Revised 
	

	R4-2113755
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in  TS 38.104 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Revised
	Hold on Mirror CR: 
R4-2113756

	R4-2113757
	draftCR: UCI overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-1 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Revised Agreeable
	Hold on Please upload  Mirror CR: 
R4-2113758
R4-2113759

	R4-2113760
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Revised
	

	R4-2113761
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Revised
	Hold on Mirror CR: 
R4-2113762

	R4-2114405
	Draft CR to TS 37.145-2: AWGN noise level for BS demodulation requirements for NR, Rel-15
	Huawei
	Return-to
	Mirror CRs:
R4-2114406 

Hold on R4-2114407

	R4-2112519
	Correction to FRC parameters table G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Noted
	

	R4-2112653
	Draft CR to 38.141-1: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Agreeable
	Please upload Mirror CR:
R4-2112732

	R4-2112691
	Draft CR to 38.141-2: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Agreeable
	Please upload Mirror CR:
R4-2112761



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	R4-210xxxx
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-210xxxx
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-2115682
	Draft CR to 38.104: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A (Rel-16)
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Agreeable
	Same changes in R4-2112653 (TS38.141-1) and R4-2112691(TS-38.141-2). 

	R4-2115683
	Draft CR to 38.104: FRC table and parameter update for Table A.4-2A, G-FR1-A4-29A (Rel-17)
	ROHDE & SCHWARZ
	Agreeable.
	Same changes in R4-2112653 (TS38.141-1) and R4-2112691(TS-38.141-2). 

	R4-2115673
	CR for TS 38.104:On NR PUSCH UL TA performance requirement(Rel-16)
	CATT
	Agreeable
	Type changed to “Draft CR”

	R4-2115674
	CR to TS 38.104 Update on UL timing adjustment performance requirements
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Agreeable 
	Type changed to “Draft CR”

	R4-2115675
	draft CR for 38.104 R16 channel model name correction
	Ericsson
	Agreeable
	Please upload Mirror CR: 
R4-2112399

	R4-2113367
	Draft CR to 37.145-2: Correction of AWGN level description for performance requirements
	Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised Not pursued merged to R4-2114406
R4-2115676 withdrawn
	Mirror CR: 
R4-2113368 Withdrawn, merged to R4-2114407

	R4-2115677
	draftCR 38104 FR2 PUCCH format 2 intraSlot frequency hopping correction for one and two symbols cases
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson
	Agreeable
	Please upload Mirror CR: 
R4-2113629

	R4-2115678
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.104 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Agreeable 
	

	R4-2115679
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in  TS 38.104 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Agreeable
	Please upload Mirror CR: 
R4-2113756

	R4-2115680
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-15)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2115681
	draftCR: UCI and PTRS overhead for channel bits calculation in PUSCH FRC in TS 38.141-2 (Rel-16)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Agreeable
	Please upload Mirror CR: 
R4-2113762

	R4-2114405
	Draft CR to TS 37.145-2: AWGN noise level for BS demodulation requirements for NR, Rel-15
	Huawei
	Return-to -> Revised to R4-2115813
	Mirror CRs:
R4-2114406 

Hold on R4-2114407

	R4-2115813
	Draft CR to TS 37.145-2: AWGN noise level for BS demodulation requirements for NR, Rel-15
	Huawei
	Agreeable
	Please upload Mirror CRs:
R4-2114406 
R4-2114407



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents
Annex 
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Samsung
	Yunchuan Yang
	yc0301.yang@samsung.com

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Mueller, Axel
	axel.mueller@nokia-bell-labs.com

	Intel
	Artyom Putilin
	artyom.putilin@intel.com



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