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Introduction
This email discussion is for FS_NR_eff_BW_util study item.  The main objective of the study is on efficient utilization of licensed spectrum that is not aligned with existing NR channel bandwidth.  The following is the agreed agenda:
· Study on Efficient utilization of licensed spectrum that is not aligned with existing NR channel bandwidths	 
· General and work plan	
· Evaluation of use of larger channel bandwidths than operator licensed bandwidth
· Evaluation of use of overlapping UE channel bandwidths 	
· [bookmark: _Hlk95823408]Overall Method Comparison
	
The following topics are discussed in this email thread:
Topic #1: General and TR
[bookmark: _Hlk79433801]Topic #2: Evaluation of Use of Larger Channel Bandwidth
Topic #3: Evaluation of Use of Overlapping UE Channel Bandwidths
Topic #4: Overall Method Comparison

Topic #1: General and TR
[bookmark: _Hlk95828705]Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2205018
	Ericsson
	draft TR 38.844 v0.0.7

	R4-2204413
	Intel Corporation
	TP to TR 38.844: General Updates
Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 1.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2203668
	Apple
	Endorsed TP from RAN4 #101bis-e rebased.
Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 1.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2205072
	Ericsson
	TP to TR 38.844: Editorial updates
Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 1.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2205956
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	TP to TR 38.844: corrections
Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 1.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2205867
	Intel Corporation
	Proposal 1: The same ACLR specification given in Table 6.6.3.2-1 of TS 38.104, and the same EVM specifications given in Table 6.6.2.2-1 of TS 38.104 should be used of Irregular CBW without need to modify.  
Observation 1: Using a dedicated Irregular CBW filter ensures that BS TX specifications are met without the potential drawbacks of degraded EVM or degraded ACLR which can arise in some scenarios with other methods.  The down side of dedicated filters is design and development time
Observation 2: The advantage of implementing the TX BS with two overlapping next smaller CBW filters is that there is no need for design and testing of new filters, as the existing smaller CBW filters are re-used.  The disadvantage is that the number of Tx chains available for MIMO or CA is reduced by half.  A further disadvantage is the need for up to 0.5dB additional back-off to meet EVM for high order QAM due to distortion overlap.  
Observation 3: The Next-larger CBW filter method can degrade ACLR in cases when the active RBs are aligned to the left or right edge of the Irregular CBW due to the BB image falling in the Adjacent channel.  However, centering the active RBs within the Irregular CBW does not degrade ACLR.  Another potential implementation specific drawback to this method can be noise degradation.
Proposal 2: Since there are trade-offs between each of the BS Tx filter method that are implementation specific, RAN4 should not impose specific BS Tx implementation for any one of the UE implementation methods.



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: draft TR v0.0.7 shared on RAN4 Reflector prior to meeting
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: draft TR v0.0.7
· Recommended WF
· Approve draft TR 38.844 v0.0.7

Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description: BS Tx Channel Filter
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting: It has been proposed to discuss this topic for all methods.
Issue 1-2: BS Tx Channel Filter (options not mutually exclusive, please indicate all applicable options for each method where applicable)
· Option 1: Leave up to implementation.  RAN4 should not define a specific BS method of implementing Irregular CBW.
· Option 2: BS TX shall use dedicated irregular channel bandwidth filter
· Option 3: Leave up to implementation.  Definition of bandwidth specific requirements are to be defined in WI phase.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-3: BS Tx RequirementsRAN4 #101-bis-e (January 2022)
· Proposals
· Option 1: Existing ACLR, EVM requirements shall apply also for irregularBW (i.e. can be reused).    (R4- 2201882)
· Option 2: Operating band unwanted emission is specified for irregularBW and the existing limits can be reused. (R4- 2201882)
· Option 3: ACS is specified and the existing limits for next smaller channel bandwidth should be used. (R4-2201512)

· Recommended WF
· As a baseline consider current requirements as much as possible.  Selection Option 2 (TX) and Option 3 (RX) as a starting point minimum subset of requirements needed.  
NOTE: The recommended WF in RAN4 #101-bis-e was not agreed or approved but only noted. We should come to an agreement in this meeting.

· Proposals
· Option 1: Agree to recommended WF from RAN4 #101 bis-e (excerpt above)
· Moderator note: Option 3 is referencing to overlapping CA approach.  Option 1, 2 is in reference to widerCBW or smallerCBW approach.  It is therefore needed for companies to comment on RAN4 #101-bis-e recommended WF if it shall apply to all irregular BW approaches.  If not, please indicate which approaches would not be able to consider current requirements as baseline.
· Option 2: Leave BS Tx requirements to WI phase

· Recommended WF
· Agree to Option 1.  
· Allocate WF on BS Tx Requirements to capture and approve agreements.


[bookmark: _Hlk95828771][bookmark: _Hlk95828732][bookmark: _Hlk95828745][bookmark: _Hlk95828934]Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 1-1 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Nokia
	Version number, month at the cover page as well as change history needs to be updated


 
Sub topic 1-2 
	Company
	Comments

	Intel
	BS Tx Channel Filter
Option 1: Leave up to implementation.  RAN4 should not define a specific BS method of implementing Irregular CBW.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1:should be left to implementation. In the end, we will only have some emissions and blocking requirements.

	ZTE
	Option 1, Leave up to implementation and no requirement is to be specified since the irregular BW is not treated as a single channel bandwidth.

	Huawei
	Option 1, as usual the limits shall not limit on the implementation.


	Ericsson
	Issue 1-2:
Option 3.  Some approaches such as overlapping channel bandwidths this may not apply as the two overlapping channel bandwidths will be the smaller NR channel bandwidths which would therefore not require new channel filter.  During the SI phase, it was also discussed that one approach may be the fall back (to smaller channel bandwidth) for the widerCBW approach.  During WI phase it will be necessary to also define out of band requirements for irregularBW, this would then determine if new channel filters are necessary.


	Nokia
	Issue 1-2: Option 1 and option 3 for all proposed methods. It should be noted these options are not mutually exclusive. Option 2 is against implementation flexibility and not recommended in the SID.
For Ericsson comment, RAN4 should not specify relaxed out-of-band requirements for irregular BWs. However, for WiderCBW, the guard band size is not clear yet (because the spectrum utilization is not final), and the channel filtering depends on it.

	Apple
	Issue 1-2: No strong view, but we can leave it to the BS implementation.


  
Sub topic 1-3 
	Company
	Comments

	Intel
	BS Tx Requirements
We would like to clarify that in the paper R4-2201882, there is no indication limiting the BS requirements to any one of the methods.  
Our view is to support the same BS Tx EVM, ACLR, unwanted emissions requirements regardless of the BS or UE method selected.  The BS Rx ACS requirement should also be the same.  The BS requirements from TS38.104 should apply for all four proposed UE methods of addressing Irregular CBW.

	Qualcomm
	We should use existing requirements as much as possible but it will have to be discussed during a potential WI what emission and blocking requirements will be enforced. Also, we will have to consider regulatory requirements, if any.

	ZTE
	Option 2, leave BS Tx requirements to WI phase. This should be done in a WI stage based on a down-selected approach(es). No single option can be applicable for all four methods.

	Huawei
	Option 1, agree with the recommended WF

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-3:
Support recommended WF.  Ericsson can volunteer to draft the WF on BS Tx Requirements to further capture agreements from last meeting.

	Nokia
	Issue 1-3: Option 1 can be considered but since it is not clear what is exactly proposed due to 3 options in the WF, recommended WF of option 2 and 3 selection and some further details in the moderator note, further clarification is needed. The same approach (which requirements apply, limits, etc.) shall apply to all proposed methods. Option 2 is also fine.
P.S. Contrary to the proposal 1 in R4-2205867, the existing ACLR specification cannot be reused without modification because tables such as 6.6.3.2-2a in TS 38.104 subclause 6.6.3.2 contain explicit enumerations of the current CBWs and thus cannot be directly applied to irregular CBWs.

	Apple
	Issue 1-3: No strong view, but we prefer reusing existing requirements as much as possible, whereupon further details can be discussed during the WI phase.




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

	R4-2204413
	ZTE: Support the changes on overall structure which balances all four approaches.

	
	Ericsson: Some of the editorial changes have already been captured in overall large TP on editorial clean up (R4-2205072).  To avoid having overlapping TPs, it would be good to have only one TP with editorial changes.  Therefore it is our suggestion that this TP be updated with the changes not already in R4-2205072

	
	Nokia: In general, this TP addresses number of methods including the comparison part, the preference would be to cover these items in separate documents.
We have a different view about Next Wider CBW as we presented in our TP (R4-2205214) where coexistence issues as well as legacy UE issues are analyzed.
For combined UE CBW (one cell), it is not clear what is the intention of the NOTE proposed in section 6.6.3 only for this method and ignoring irregular BWs larger than 10MHz. New text on required RF architecture in 6.7.3 needs also further discussion. 
Document also proposed number of changes to comparison table which were agreed by RAN4 in the last meeting and does not reflect the number of issues identified for the widerCBW method.

	
	Apple: Since the proposed changes overlap with R4-2205072, it is better to consider one large “editorial” TP.

	R4-2203668
	ZTE: “If a particular irregular channel bandwidth does not allow for placing two SSBs in the same time slots, then the network will have to ensure that they are "multiplexed" accordingly in the time domain.”   Removed or further changed
For the sake of spectrum efficiency, this time-multiplexed approach of broadcasting two SSBs is also possible even for the case when they can be simultaneously transmitted.

	
	Nokia: In addition to "a UE can camp on each cell following the existing cell (re-)selection procedures", it might be useful to indicate how the network can control the UE distribution between the overlapping cells in connected mode, e.g. by handover.

	
	Intel: We support the changes.  

	
	Apple: 
@ZTE: This TP was endorsed last meeting but was not implemented. We are not comfortable with changing/removing that sentence because it was outcome of a bigger discussion on how SSB can be placed and multiplexed.
@Nokia: We can add this clarification, but I believe it is already there in the signaling section. We will check it further.

	R4-2205072
	ZTE: Figure 6.2.2.3-1 spreads outside the page.

	
	Nokia: not all changes are editorial updates.
• The added section 6.2.1.2 is out of sequence, another section 6.2.1.2 exists already above. 
• What is the difference between sections 6.4.2 and 6.4.3?
• Sections 6.6.1 and 6.7.1: we do not agree with the editor's notes, Nokia submitted also TPs for these sections. 
• There is "Overlapping UE CBW from network perspective" and "Overlapping UE from Network Perspective". We prefer a consistent terminology.
• There are now two sections 6.5.1.
• Sections 6.5.1 (upper one) and 6.5.3: All methods except for the overlapping UE CBW from network perspective need new UEs and thus have obviously RAN2 impact because of the new capabilities.

	
	Intel: We agree that there should be a place for each of the four methods.  However, we do not agree with name changes to the methods at this late point in the study item.  For example 6.4.5 and 6.5.4 should have the same method names 6.6.4.  We should use names consistent with our discussion over the many meetings.  Prefer the section names in R4-2204413.

	
	Apple: We prefer having consistent terminology and use "Overlapping UE CBW from network perspective" or "Overlapping CBW from network perspective". And following the same principle, “Larger Channel BW than licensed BW” should be also changed to e.g. “Larger CBW than licensed BW”. 

	R4-2205956
	ZTE: Some parts are overlapped with other CRs.

	
	Ericsson:  We suggest to keep the definition of “existing immediate lower channel bandwidth” and “existing immediately wider regular channel bandwidth” as these two terms are being used in Section 3.3 Abbreviations for SCBW and WCBW.  Additionally, there are some small editorial proposals that have been captured in R4-2205072 as an overall editorial clean up TP; if not I suggest to move them into that TP to keep all editorial clean up in the same place for easier TP checking during the meeting.

	
	Intel: Suggest to move the many small clean-up items to merge with R4-2205072.
6.3.1 We do not agree with this change.  This is a new idea of using a high dynamic range ADC and two NCOs instead of separate RF LO paths that has not been discussed elsewhere in the text.  It should not be added in the middle of an existing bullet.  The existing bullet is a key point related to the figures in 6.2.2.3, no need to change at this point.
A.2 we do not agree to adding the statement about PRB grid alignment as this relates to Issue 2-1 below, and we do not see this as an issue.

	
	Apple: There are a lot of editorial changes overlapping with R4-2205072, so maybe we can keep all editorials limited to one TP from the rapporteur company.

	
	Nokia: Regarding Ericsson’s comment, 
please compare meticulously "Existing immediately lower regular channel bandwidth" in section 3.1 with "Existing immediate lower channel bandwidth" in section 3.3. It is not the same. If you now consider aligning the terminology, please note that neither SCBW nor WCBW are used elsewhere in the TR. Hence an alignment would (at least for the time being) only serve the definition of unused acronyms.
Regarding Intel comment on 6.3.1,
The current text below figure 6.2.2.3-1 reads: "Depending on the receiver architecture and the distribution of the channel filtering between the analogue and the digital domain, it is also possible to A/D convert a frequency range that accommodates the entire irregular BW and to split the signal afterwards by means of NCOs (instead of LOs) into the 2 RF carriers with their individual channel filter positions as shown in Figure 6.2.2.3-2." Figure 6.2.2.3-2 reads "Use of NCOs in ADC to split the signal into two receive chains on the standardized interface". Hence two NCOs instead of separate RF LO paths are already part of the current description. Section 6.3.1 missed this architecture variant. Do you prefer a removal of "a large dynamic range and" from the proposed insertion, shortening it to "with an ADC with a subsequent split of the digital signal in two paths with separate NCOs and digital channel filters"? Would the proposed fix then be acceptable, and if not, why not? 



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 draft TR after version number, month on cover page is updated.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Update before second round.

	Sub-topic #1-2
	Tentative agreements: Majority companies agree to leave BS Tx filter to implementation.  If new requirements are required for e.g. emissions (and requirement details) are to be handled during WI phase.
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion on second round.  Agreement to leave BS Tx filter to implementation may be captured as part of WF

	Sub-topic #1-3
	Tentative agreements: Allocate WF on BS Tx Requirements to capture RAN4 #101bis-e agreements
Recommendation for 2nd round: Companies shall focus on exact wording for WF.  The excerpt from RAN4#101-bis-e shall be used as starting point.




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  

	R4-2205018
	To be revised

	R4-2204413
	To be revised
Capture editorial changes in revision of R4-2205072, such as heading changes, clause 3.1 terminology updates.  Remove (or incorporate into sub-clauses) the 2 paragraphs at the beginning of Clause 6 as this is “hanging text” which is not aligned with drafting rules.  Remove Clause 7.1 changes from this revision and move to revision of R4-2205158.

	R4-2203668
	Agreeable.  
This was an endorsed TP from last meeting and simply resubmitted for rebase.  Moderator suggests companies wishing to have updates to provide them in separate TP.  If needed tdoc number can be requested for 2nd round.

	R4-2205072
	To be revised
Also incorporate the editorial changes from R4-2204413, R4-2205956.  Editor’s notes needs to be updated upon approval of agreements of TPs for Clause 6.6.1 and 6.7.1.

	R4-2205956
	To be revised
Move editorial changes into R4-2205072.  Can we also consider removing SCBW and WCBW as they are not used?  Incorporate Nokia suggested changes based upon Intel comment on 6.3.1



Topic #2: Evaluation of Use of Larger Channel Bandwidth
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2205156
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 2.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2203669
	Apple
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 2.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2205212
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 2.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2204514
	China Telecom
	Proposal 1: For the issue that the PRB grid misalignment between SIB1 channel bandwidth and UE configured channel bandwidth based on the 100 kHz channel raster, one possible solution is to relax the restrictions on the 100 kHz channel raster and just align the PRB grid in the RRC connected mode, which can be done by BS implementation. 


	R4-2204516
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 2.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2204622
	Ericsson
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 2.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2205213
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: A UE supporting the larger channel bandwidth approach must support asymmetric UL and DL channel bandwidth with a flexible deviation from the default TX-RX carrier center frequency separation to either side of up to half of the channel bandwidth difference between the DL and the UL.
Observation 2: A cell's idle mode configuration must be based on the next lower channel bandwidth in the UL and the DL except for
- band n70 if the irregular bandwidth is >10 MHz and
- bands n71, n92 and n94
where the DL configuration may use the next wider channel bandwidth.
Observation 3: For a common PRB grid at 15 kHz SCS in a frequency band with a channel raster of 100 kHz, the narrower and wider channel bandwidths between which the UE shall be reconfigured must have either both an even number of PRBs (which is the case at 10 and 20 MHz channel bandwidth) or both an odd number of PRBs (which is the case at 5 and 15 MHz channel bandwidth). Hence reconfiguring between the next narrower and the next wider channel bandwidth is not possible.
Observation 4: In order to avoid the PRB grid misalignment issue, there are the following solutions:
Alt 1: For irregular bandwidths between 5 and 10 MHz, reconfigure the CBW from 5 to 15 MHz in connected mode. For irregular bandwidths between 10 and 15 MHz, reconfigure the CBW from 10 to 20 MHz in connected mode. (Configuring, as for irregular bandwidths between 5 and 10 MHz, a CBW of only 5 MHz in idle mode and reconfiguring to a CBW of 15 MHz in connected mode would also work, but it would miss the objective 8 of section 4.1.)
Alt 2: For the frequency bands that currently have a channel raster of 100 kHz in TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.104 table 5.4.2.3-1 (maybe except for n71, n92, n94 and SDL bands), reduce it for UEs supporting WiderCBW at least to 50 kHz, ideally to 10 kHz (NR-ARFCN step size 2).
Observation 5: If the irregular BW is located at the edge of an operating band in which legacy UEs support a channel raster of 100 kHz and need not support the desired asymmetric channel bandwidth combination, a channel raster of 10 kHz minimizes the overlap between the next larger CBW and the adjacent operator's spectrum.
Observation 6: In all FDD band cases of TR 38.844 table 4-1 “Summary of operators' input for irregular channel bandwidth”,
legacy UEs need not support the desired asymmetric CBW combinations,
 the cell's idle mode configuration must be based on the next smaller CBW because of the UL,
 the next smaller CBW's PRB grid prevents a placement of the next larger CBW on the 100 kHz channel raster,
 legacy UEs should only use the next smaller CBW, and
 to use the next larger CBW in the DL, new UEs supporting
- a finer channel raster than 100 kHz and
- the desired asymmetric CBW combinations
would be needed.
Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 2.3.2 in Email Summary

	R4-2205214
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 2.3.2 in Email Summary



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:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: PRB grid misalignment between SIB1 channel bandwidth and reconfigured UE dedicated channel bandwidth based on the 100 kHz channel raster
· Proposals
· Option 1: Relax restrictions on the 100 kHz raster (to be supported by new UEs, new capability signalling needed) and align PRB grid in the RRC connected mode, done by BS implementation
· Option 2: Using next smaller CBW for SIB1 for widerCBW approach does not have any issues with misalignment
· Option 3: Further study can be done in WI phase on how to handle PRB alignment (if needed)
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 2-2: Reconfiguration of the channel bandwidth in connected mode (R4-2203668, R4-2204622)
· Proposals (options not mutual exclusive please indicate all supported options)
· Option 1: W.r.t. legacy UEs, consensus would be desirable about
· whether there are restrictions to configure a CBW in connected mode that goes beyond the CBW signalled in SIB1,
· what signalled parameter(s) should fit to one of the maximum transmission bandwidths specified in TS 38.101-1 table 5.3.2-1, and
· what signalled parameter(s) have to take the channel raster (TS 38.101-1 subclause 5.4.2.2) into account.
· Option 2: For the overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective, limitations to configure a CBW in connected mode that goes beyond the CBW signalled in SIB1 could affect the possibility to use a single SSB at irregular BWs larger than 10 MHz
· Option 3: Continue discussion in RAN4
· Option 4: Send another LS to RAN2, including a possible request to check relevant text of the proposed TPs and/or excerpt from TR 38.844 for the channel bandwidth reconfiguration.
· Option 5: Independently of a decision about a work item, a clarification of identified ambiguities in the current specifications should be considered.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1: We do not agree with any of these options. Changing the channel raster will increase the testing/design burden somewhat is not compatible with legacy UEs. Legacy UEs were only tested and IOdT-ed to work on 100kHz raster so this should not be changed. 
Issue 2-2: This is an issue that should be solved, bets option is probably Option 4.

	ZTE
	Issue 2-1: 
Option 3 considering the current ending stage, though we would like to understand when this could happen (PRB grid misalignment between SIB1-CBW and UE dedicated CBW).
Issue 2-2:
Option 3 or 4 .

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1: we do not agree on proposal 1. There may be a NBC issue.
Issue 2-2: option 4 is ok to us

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1: we do not agree with any of these options.
Option 1: the PRB (carrier) grid indicated in SIB1 must be centered on the 100 kHz raster for at least one SCS. A point A is also set for the carrier. In connected mode a dedicated UE channel bandwidth (MHz) can be located at an offset in PRBs the said point A and with bandwidth (MHz) that corresponds to the maximum transmission bandwidth configuration indicated by the gNB in dedicated signaling (servingCellConfig). See also below.
For initial access the UE follows the SIB1 procedure and applies a supported channel bandwidth (MHz) with a maximum transmission bandwidth configuration ≥ BWP#0 and ≤ SIB1 carrierBandwidth.
Option 2: this is presumably based on the claims in R4-2205213. There is no “idle mode grid” indicated by SIB1. The BWP#0 and any dedicated BWPs are contained within the SIB1 carrier grid.
Option 3: not needed. The use of the dedicated channel bandwidths was clarified in the agreed CR 812r2 to 38.331 in R2-1902778 (Rel-15). In the reason for change of this CR it is stated that
“The CR RP-182896 introduced the UE-specific channel bandwidth signalling, with the intent to allow UE to determine the placement of the channel bandwidth to meet the RAN4 requirements. However, the channel bandwidth signalling allows for any number of PRBs to be given, whereas the RAN4 requirements defined in TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.101-2 are only defined for certain channel bandwidths. This makes it unclear what UE would do if it was signalled a channel bandwidth value that would not correspond to the RAN4 specification values.”
and in the summary of change (Ericsson comments within square brackets)
1. Clarify that network only indicates channel bandwidth values that are defined in TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.101-2.
[Otherwise the UE cannot map the indicated carrierBandwidth (in servingCellConfig) to a dedicated channel bandwidth in MHz for which RAN4 requirements apply.]
2. Clarified that location and bandwidth of a BWP is always determined by offsetToCarrier contained in ServingCellConfigCommon / ServingCellConfigCommonSIB (and not the one configured with dedicated channel bandwidth signalling). 
[The offsetToCarrier in the servingCellConfig is only used for locating the channel bandwidth (MHz).]
3. Clarified that a configuration provided with downlinkChannelBW-PerSCS-List and uplinkChannelBW-PerSCS-List fields is only used for the purpose of channel bandwidth and location determination.
[Hence not for overriding the SIB1 (carrier) grid.] 

Issue 2-2: 
Option 1: a UE dedicated channel bandwidth (MHz) can be located ‘outside’ the frequency block of irregular or regular BW (but presumably within the operating band), the reason the SIB1 procedure was modified to make sure the UE supports at least one channel bandwidth (MHz) of a maximum transmission bandwidth configuration less than or equal to the SIB1 carrierBandwidth.
Option 2: the CORESET#0 should be contained in the overlap between the UE dedicated bandwidths thus contained in each one of these. If the UE (regular) channel bandwidths are contained in the block of irregular BW then the latter must be greater than 10 MHz as claimed in R4-2203668.
Option 4: could be done if really necessary (in case the above CR does not provide sufficient clarification).


	Nokia
	Issue 2-1: Option 2 is not technically correct as we presented in our paper (R4-2205213). We are fine to describe Option 1 as one possible mitigation in the TR. Since the issue impacts the way how legacy UEs can use the WiderCBW method, it must be studied before a WI phase.
Issue 2-2: We support all options and especially option 4 to send LS to RAN2 as there is no common understanding in RAN4. For option 3, RAN4 should further discuss last two aspects of option 1. It should be noted issue 2-2 is not limited to WiderCBW method only.

About Ericsson's comments on the Issue 2-1:
… In the reason for change of this CR it is stated that … [Hence not for overriding the SIB1 (carrier) grid.] 
If one has to read the cover page of a CR to correctly understand the 3GPP specification, the specification text should be updated to be self-explanatory and unambiguous. Before the update, it must be checked what is implemented in legacy UEs because the specification for earlier releases and the behaviour of the UEs in the field should be in line.

About Ericsson's comments on the Issue 2-2, option 2:
“Option 2: the CORESET#0 should be contained in the overlap between the UE dedicated bandwidths thus contained in each one of these. If the UE (regular) channel bandwidths are contained in the block of irregular BW then the latter must be greater than 10 MHz as claimed in R4-2203668.”
Let us assume for overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective an irregular BW of 13 MHz. In idle mode, SIB1 signals a 10 MHz CBW at the lower end of the irregular BW. Will this 10 MHz CBW in idle mode define already an upper end of a PRB grid? If so, can nevertheless a 10 MHz CBW at a 2.7 MHz higher frequency be commanded in RRC connected state as a UE-specific channel bandwidth although it has PRBs outside of the frequency range signalled in SIB1?

	Skyworks
	Issue 2-1in our view, we do not need to change the raster as the UE can attach to the network with the legacy SmallerCBW SSB and then be configured to WiderCBW.

	Intel
	Issue 2-1: We do not agree with any of these options.  We do not fully agree with this being an issue.
Issue 2-2: We are fine with the CR explanation given by Ericsson.  We should update the TPs with reference to information Ericsson provides.

	China Telecom
	Issue 2-1：The issue 2-1 deal with the misalignment between the SIB1-channel and UE-dedicated channel. The Option 1 means that the UE-dedicated channel does not have to be on the 100kHz channel raster so that the PRB grid can be aligned with that of SIB1-channel. Taking 7MHz as example, UE can access to the network with 5MHz channel which is indicated in SIB1. Once the UE established the RRC connection, the wider channel (10MHz) can be configured. Since the PRB number is 25 for 5MHz and 52 for 10MHz channel respectively, it is not possible to align the PRB grid between the two channel bandwidths if 10MHz channel must be on the 100kHz channel raster too. Considering UE has been RRC connected mode, the UE dedicated channel may not need to be on the 100kHz channel raster.  

	Apple
	Issue 2-1: This issue was initially raised in the context of the “combined UE CBW (one cell)” approach where we even have the corresponding SU numbers assuming that channels are not aligned on the 100kHz raster. Why is it an issue now for the next larger channel? Companies can re-discuss it again, but then it would be a generic issue/problem.
Issue 2-2: This is somewhat generic issue which, again, was triggered by the “combined UE CBW (one cell)” approach. We do not mind clarifying it further, if so wished, but it should be clear which cases and scenarios it concerns.     



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

	R4-2205156
	Nokia: This TP makes the description less clear. Instead of this TP, we propose to take our TP (R4-2205213) to clarify that we have two methods (i.e., wider CBW in SIB and reconfiguration to wider CBW in connected state).

	
	Intel: Agree with changes.

	
	Apple: We see the rationale for this change, but maybe it should be aligned/included with other TPs.

	R4-2203669
	Qualcomm: we have the issue with the newly added “measurement data”. How exactly is this measurement done? what device was used? A lot more information is needed for this TP to be acceptable.

	
	Nokia: Is our understanding correct in that the larger CBW method has significant degradation for 6 MHz CBW? More clarification is needed when this method can be used. It cannot be left to deployment matter, as no guideline is presented. 
Since we’re looking at SINR in the 10MHz BW only and there’s no throughput measurements of the 46 and 29 RBs respectively, it is difficult to conclude whether the SINR degradation of the 10MHz is also reducing the UE throughput / sensitivity by 32dB. Few additional questions/comments:
• "step of 1dBm" would be too large a step size, it should certainly read "step of 1 dB"
• Is the blocker, in terms of the frequency offsets in TS 38.101-1 subclause 7.5, an adjacent channel interferer?
• The SINR is mentioned once, but not used later. The Tdoc first writes about a measured SNR and an estimated SINR, but later, it writes about an estimated SNR. This is confusing, and the bandwidth to which the SNR refers it is not completely clear. If the estimated SNR includes the interference in blanked PRBs, it is meaningless.
• The following questions are still not or not fully answered:
· How many dB in ACS and blocking performance may we lose compared with the current UE performance requirements (or the current UE performance if the channel filter is placed as in figure 6.1.3-1)? Can we assume 5 dB of ACS (because of the estimated 5 dB SNR at C/Iadj = 0 dB) at 6 MHz, i.e. 28 dB worse than desired in TS 38.101-1 table 7.5-1, and 32 dB + 5 dB = 37 dB at 9 MHz, i.e. better ACS than required?
· How large would the guard bands have to be to meet the current UE performance requirements (or to reach the same performance as if the channel filter is placed as in figure 6.1.3-1)?
The simulation or measurement setup would have to prevent subcarrier orthogonality between the wanted signal and the interferer, of course, which might not play a role for the SNR estimation. However, details about the SNR estimation algorithm are not provided. The authors should consider adding them.
• Compared with the proposed change at the bottom of page 1, our TP in R4-2205212 includes also the case that there is a blocker on one side of the irregular BW and an operating band edge on the other side.

	R4-2205212
	Ericsson: Suggest to merge these changes to Apple TP of the same section, R4-2203669

	
	Intel: We do not agree.  This text about figure 6.1.3-2 is about a specific case of blockers on both sides and the changes make it look like all cases.  

	
	Apple: We have some clarifications in this paragraph also in our TP, R4-2203669, so maybe we can end up with a small TP specifically for this paragraph.

	R4-2204516
	Ericsson: Change marks not on?  It is probably necessary to have common agreement on RAN1/2 specification interpretation before we can add this.  It is our understanding that this is not only a "UE capability" -- it is a fundamental change of the specification, that the NW could assign resources below it SIB1 carrierBandwidth

	
	Nokia: no track changes

	
	Apple: No track changes???

	R4-2204622
	Qualcomm: A method that uses a BWP of 36 RBs(7MHz) is also described. It is briefly stated that some IOdT issues are expected but it should be clearly written that BWPs that are not the size of any defined channel bandwidths are not tested in any RAN4 tests so UE behavior with such a configuration is unknown. 

	
	Ericsson to Qualcomm: this was discussed when the SIB1 procedure was modified three years ago, it was claimed that some UEs in the field could not interpret a SIB1 carrierBandwidth not corresponding to a maximum transmission bandwidth configuration of a UE channel bandwidth even though there is no such restriction. Likewise, when the PRB blanking method was discussed for a 10 MHz block with a multi-RAT deployment it was also assumed that this could be the case for smaller bandwidth. Thererfore a case of 52 PRB is also included in the text proposal.

	
	Nokia: We think legacy UE issue is not resolved if 52 PRB is configured for UL in SIB, because UE set the Tx filter to 10 MHz and random access in uplink would not guarantee the regulatory emissions. Furthermore, if UL CBW is configured differently from DL CBW, legacy UEs would not be able to access the cell as they may not support asymmetric UL/DL bandwidth.
We have a different view and our proposal is found in our TP (R4-2205213).
Some specific aspects:
· Page 5 reads: "For the UL, the 5 MHz channel bandwidth is located strictly within the 7 MHz block to ensure that (additional) unwanted emissions requirements are met outside the operator block." It is unclear how this is configured in idle mode because in frequency bands where the needed asymmetric CBW combination is not mandatory, a symmetric CBW must be configured in idle mode for legacy UE compatibility, and the UL CBW can influence the UE's channel filter for random access. Only after checking the UE's capabilities in RRC connected state, a reconfiguration to the next smaller CBW in the UL may be possible, but this is too late.
· Page 5 reads "During initial access the UE uses the carrierBandwidth in SIB1 and the size of the BWP#0 for determining the channel bandwidth, before any UE capability exchange and possible configuration of dedicated channel bandwidths (MHz) in dedicated signalling.", but according to the TR 38.844 section 6.1.3, "a UE implementation may configure the digital filter in accordance with the carrier bandwidth 'ignoring' the actual smaller bandwidth part size". Hence the size of the BWP#0 may be ignored for the channel filtering, and the channel filtering may be based on the too wide carrierBandwidth. In the UL, this is not allowed.
Furthermore, assuming that the UE configures its channel filter rather according to the carrier bandwidth than the BWP size, the carrier bandwidth should, as the TDoc reads on page 2, "correspond to a maximum transmission bandwidth configuration of a UE channel bandwidth as specified in sub-clause 5.3.2 of 38.101-1 so that the UE can map this unambiguously to a regular channel bandwidth in MHz". However, the TDoc's figure 6.1.2.3-2 reads "UL: carrierBandwidth = 36 PRB" which does not fit to sub-clause 5.3.2 of TS 38.101-1.
· Page 2 reads: "This means that the carrierBandwidth in the SCS-SpecificCarrier IE of the field downlinkChannelBW-PerSCS-List and the corresponding for the UL must correspond to (…)." If carrierBandwidth provides the number of PRBs for downlinkChannelBW-PerSCS-List and correspondingly in the UL, how is it possible in figure 6.1.2.3-1 to independently configure
on the one hand "UL: carrierBandwidth = 52 PRB" but
on the other hand "uplinkChannelBW-PerSCS-List: 25 PRB"?
· In figure 6.1.2.3-2, 36 PRBs is incompatible with the assumption that the guard band should not be smaller than the minimum guard band for the next wider CBW. 7 MHz – 36·0.18 MHz = 520 kHz, allowing for a guard band of 260 kHz on either side. However, the minimum guard band for a CBW of 10 MHz is 312.5 kHz.
In figure 6.1.2.3-2, it is not clear which of the green boxes "5 MHz" and "10 MHz" for the DL is centred at a multiple of 100 kHz – only one of these boxes can be on the channel raster. (Since 10 MHz may not be a valid BWP for a carrierBandwidth of 36 PRBs, it is assumed that the green boxes show channelBandwidths rather than BWPs.) The statement on page 6 that the two methods "only require one specification change" may overlook the channel raster problem.

	
	Intel: The text describing the third connection method is acceptable.  We appreciate the figures which make it considerably easier to follow.

	R4-2205213
	Qualcomm: It is not clear to us why it is claimed that that a narrower channel bandwidth configured within a wider one cannot fulfill the channel raster to RE element mapping. Every 5RBs, the RB will be centered on a 100kHz multiple so a narrower channel bandwidth can be placed in multiple locations within the wider. It cannot be placed right at the edges, this is true.

	
	Ericsson: not agreed. The TP is based on an understanding that there is an "idle mode" PRB grid (carrierBandwidth in SIB1) and another "connected mode" PRB grid both of which need to be centered on the 100 Hz raster, which contradicts the CR (812r2 to 38.331 in R2-1902778 Rel-15) clarifying the UE-specific channel bandwidth configuration in servingCellConfig. The 'problem' in discussed in the TP with a 5 MHz "idle mode" grid occurs because the 'other' 10 MHz "connected mode" grid (even PRB) assumed cannot be on the 100 kHz raster if the 5 MHz "idle mode grid" (odd PRB) is on the 100 kHz raster (PRBs would be misaligned) -- but this is not the intended use of the UE-specific bandwidths.

	
	Intel: We do not agree.  It is not clear to us that these changes are addressing a real issue.  We should clarify and agree on the issue first.

	
	China Telecom：In our understanding, there is one PRB grid for each SCS no matter ‘idle mode’ or ‘connected mode’. If UE-dedicated channel location does not have to be on the channel raster, there will be no problem. The problem discussed in this TP is actually Issue 2-1.

	
	Apple: The first set of changes is not Ok. From the viewpoint of the general description of the method it does not matter whether it is DL or UL. It is true that UL was de-prioritized in this SI and was not studied, but it does not mean that it cannot work. However, we may capture somewhere once that UL was not studied and thus a UE is assumed to be configured with the next smaller channel bandwidth, we do not need to repeat it everywhere. Same is for the asymmetric channel bandwidth.
Changes in 6.1.2.2 regarding the PRB grid alignment are a bit odd because these are the general considerations applicable to any method/solution. If there is a preference to have them, then we may allocate the corresponding separate sub-clause for it. 

	R4-2205214
	Qualcomm: we would require some more clarifications on this TP, see our comments above on 5213.

	
	Ericsson: not agreed, see R4-2205213.

	
	Intel: We do not agree.  It is not clear to us that these changes are addressing a real issue.  We should clarify and agree on the issue first.

	
	Apple: Not agreeable. Quite many issues listed for this method are actually generic issues that exist almost in any method. 



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
	Tentative agreements: No consensus.
Recommendations for 2nd round: GTW needed and TPs related to this topic will need to be revised based upon outcome.




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  

	R4-2205156
	To be Noted

	R4-2203669
	Revise
Additional information is requested from Nokia and Qualcomm.  If possible, to answer any of the questions and capture in updated revised TP during 2nd round.  Incorporate any agreeable text from R4-2203669 into revision.

	R4-2205212
	To be Noted
Merge any agreeable text into revision of R4-2203669	

	R4-2204516
	Return to
Issues in this TP is still have not reached consensus, this can be returned to (possibly revised) if consensus can be reached on the topic during second round.

	R4-2204622
	Return to
Issues in this TP is still have not reached consensus, this can be returned to (possibly revised) if consensus can be reached on the topic during second round.

	R4-2205213
	Revise
Clause 6.1.1: Seems agreeable (similar TP in R4-2205156)
Clause 6.1.2: Issues in this TP is still have not reached consensus, this can be returned to (possibly revised) if consensus can be reached on the topic during second round.

	R4-2205214
	To be Noted.
No consensus.



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”.



Topic #3: Evaluation of Use of Overlapping UE Channel Bandwidths
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2205157
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 3.1.1 in Email Summary

	R4-2205226
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 3.1.1 in Email Summary




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

	R4-2205157
	ZTE: "overlapping CA can further adjust the channel spacing to any multiple of least common multiple of channel raster and RB size to fit the irregular spectrum.” It seems not the case since the channel spacing for the overlapping CA is defined as a fixed value based on the information (Irregular BW, carrier #1 CBW, carrier #2 CBW, SCS, channel raster). 


	
	Ericsson: Suggest to merge to R4-2205157 or merge R4-2205157 into R4-2205226

	
	Huawei: To ZTE, the spacing is adjusted according to the irregular BW. 

	
	Intel: We agree with the changes

	R4-2205226
	ZTE: As Proponent, we support to have the proposed clarification.

	
	Ericsson: Suggest to merge to R4-2205157 or merge R4-2205157 into R4-2205226

	
	Huawei: ok with the update



Summary for 1st 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  

	R4-2205157
	To be revised.
Agreeable contents form R4-2205226 shall be incorporated into revision.

	R4-2205226
	To be noted.  
Agreeable contents merged into R4-2205157



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”.


Topic #4: Overall Method Comparison
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2205821
	Intel Corporation
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 4.1.1 in Email Summary 

	R4-2205158
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 4.1.1 in Email Summary

	R4-2205215
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Moderator: Companies are encouraged to provide their comments for TP in Clause 4.1.1 in Email Summary



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

	R4-2205821
	Qualcomm: the 2nd paragraph says that Combined UE CBW and Overlapping CA offer the ultimate spectral efficiency which is correct but it would be good to have a quantification of what the improvement is because it is in the order of just a few %. IT should be clear that the difference is actually quite small.

	
	ZTE: In general, we need “Study item conclusions”, and it could be a higher level summary based on the table 7.2.1. 
And the term “the irregular CBW” should be “the irregular BW” since the irregular spectrum is not a channel bandwidth.

	
	Huawei: the conclusion part need more discussion, in our view the simple conclusion is hard to make considering the comparison concluded in Table 7.2.1.

	
	Nokia: This does not cover all the necessary aspects.  Legacy UE operation should be also mentioned in this executive summary. Although WiderCBW might not require new UE hardware, it may nevertheless need new UEs. For some methods, certain aspects (e.g. WiderCBW's ACS/blocking robustness, spectrum utilization and specification impact) are still not concluded so it might be premature to work on the conclusion part.

	R4-2205158
	Qualcomm: on the criteria for “UE performance degradation relative to minimum requirements, the possible impact is to old UEs. the addition/correction proposed is not correct.

	
	ZTE: Good to further clarify that the asymmetric bandwidth combination refers to (SmallerCBW, WiderCBW):
“UE need to support new asymmetric bandwidth combinations.”  “UE need to support new asymmetric bandwidth combination where UL CBW is SmallerCBW and DL CBW is WiderCBW if it does not support”

	
	Huawei: To Qualcomm, for legacy UE the TX-RX separation is maintained, so we do not know what is the possible impact to legacy UE?

	
	Nokia: proposed text overlaps with other TP (e.g. R4-2205215 which provides more details about the UE complexity).
For the row about UE performance degradation, a distinction between new and legacy UEs is proposed and should cover also the case of WiderCBW.

	
	Intel: We agree with the changes.  Some cells in this table overlap with cell changes in R4-2204413.  Propose to merge.

	R4-2205215
	Qualcomm: this should be 5215 not 5158. No comments from our side.

	
	ZTE: For the new asymmetric bandwidth combinations, similar comments as to R4-2205158. 
Not sure on the additional 50kHz (or 10kHz) channel raster,  more discussions may be required.

	
	Intel: We do not agree with these changes.  There are so many details added into this summary table only targeting Wider CBW method that it makes the table seem somewhat biased.  Similar level of detail are not used in other methods ie. discussion of legacy vs new UE features for every row, discussion of specific band issues.  Since this supposed to be a summary table, it would be better if several of these less critical points were moved to section 6.1, 6.4 and 6.5.



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:




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

	R4-2205821
	To be revised.
First round comments need to be captured in updated TP.

	R4-2205158
	To be revised.
First round comments need to be captured in updated TP.  Merge agreeable content from R4-2205215, R4-2205158 (Clause 7.1 only) into revised version.

	R4-2205215
	To be noted.
Agreeable text will be merged into R4-2205158



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.


Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on BS Tx Requirements
	Ericsson
	The excerpt from RAN4#101-bis-e Email summary agreements shall be used as starting point.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2205018
	draft TR 38.844 v0.0.7
	Ericsson
	To be revised
	Title page needs updating

	R4-2204413
	TP to TR 38.844: General updates
	Intel Corporation
	To be revised
	Overlapping sections merged to other revised TPs.  Remaining sections to be updated based upon 1st round comments

	R4-2203668
	Further corrections to the solution based on overlapping channels from the network perspective
	Apple, Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205072
	TP to TR 38.844: Editorial clean up
	Ericsson
	To be revised
	Incorporate the editorial changes from R4-2204413, R4-2205956.  

	R4-2205956
	TP to TR 38.844: corrections
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	To be revised
	Move editorial changes to revision of R4-2205072

	R4-2205156
	TP for wider channel bandwidth
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	To be Noted
	

	R4-2203669
	Further input on performance when using the next larger channel
	Apple
	To be revised
	

	R4-2205212
	TP to TR 38.844 clause 6.1.3
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	To be Noted
	Merge any agreeable text into revision of R4-2203669	

	R4-2204516
	TP to TR 38.844: Clause 6.1.2.x  Spec impact identification
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Return to
	If issue is resolved in 2nd round we can return to this TP

	R4-2204622
	TP for 38.844: configuration for the case of larger channel bandwidths than licensed bandwidth
	Ericsson
	Return to
	If issue is resolved in 2nd round we can return to this TP

	R4-2205213
	TP to TR 38.844 on Larger CBW approach: Signalling and configuration aspects
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	To be revised
	Clause 6.1.1: Seems agreeable (similar TP in R4-2205156)
Clause 6.1.2: Issues in this TP is still have not reached consensus, this can be returned to (possibly revised) if consensus can be reached on the topic during second round.

	R4-2205214
	TP to TR 38.844 on Larger CBW approach: Legacy UE and RAN4 spec impacts
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	To be Noted
	

	R4-2205157
	TP for overlapping CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	To be revised
	Agreeable contents form R4-2205226 shall be incorporated into revision.

	R4-2205226
	Revision on Section 6.7.2 for TR 38.844
	ZTE Corporation
	To be Noted
	Agreeable contents merged into R4-2205157

	R4-2205821
	TP to TR 38.844: Summary and Conclusions
	Intel Corporation
	To be revised
	Capture 1st round comments

	R4-2205158
	TP for overall method comparisons
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	To be revised
	First round comments need to be captured in updated TP.  Merge agreeable content from R4-2205215, R4-2205158 (Clause 7.1 only) into revised version.

	R4-2205215
	TP to TR 38.844 Overall method comparison
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	To be Noted
	Agreeable text will be merged into R4-2205158



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

	R4-22xxxxx
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	



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

	
	
	



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)
