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Introduction
The thread covers all BS RF maintenance agenda items. Topics are divided according to the agenda:
1. BS RF maintenance for NR Rel-15 (4.1.3)
2. BS RF maintenance for LTE Rel-15 (4.2.2)
3. BS RF maintenance for NR-U Rel-16 (5.1.1.4)
4. BS RF maintenance for NR Rel-16 (5.1.5.1)
(BS RF maintenance for LTE Rel-16 (5.2.1), No Tdocs)
5. BS RF maintenance for NR/LTE Rel-17 (6.2.1)

Topic #1: BS RF maintenance for NR Rel-15 (4.1.3)
The topic covers also some papers on the same topics from agenda 4.1.4.
Companies’ contributions summary
(Cat A CRs are not listed)
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2203580
	Ericsson
	CR to TR 38.803: Addition of array antenna model extension in subclause 5.2.3

	R4-2204443
R4-2204449
R4-2204451
R4-2204446
R4-2204452
R4-2204455
	NEC
	Draft CR to 37.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
Draft CR to 37.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
Draft CR to 37.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
Draft CR to 37.105: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
Draft CR to 37.145-1: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
Draft CR to 37.145-2: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2203580
	Qualcomm: As it is desired to capture the extended AAS model communicated in R4-2108080 in a 3GPP TR, we propose to have it included in TR 38.901 (Section 7.3). Since the model extension and parameter values applicable proposed are only valid for 1710 to 4990 MHz, we believe that TR 38.901 might be a better landing zone compared to TR 38.803.

	
	Ericsson (TE): The LS was sent from RAN4 to ECC and WP 5D, therefore we need to find a TR in control of RAN4. TR 38.901 is controlled by RAN1 and is intended for channel models. Since RAN4 is responsible for sending information of radio/AAS characteristics to other forums for sharing studies we need to find an appropriate TR within the scope of RAN4. We have tried to find a better TR than TR 38.803 for this information but cannot find any better. Ideally a new TR to capture antenna models and parameters may be required, but that would require a new SI/WI to create. 

	
	Qualcomm: Thanks Torbjörn for the clarification. Can you explain why the TR must be controlled by RAN4? Since AAS development is envisioned to be further studied and developed within RAN4, we need to think of a sustainable way on how to capture such development in 3GPP TRs.

	
	Ericsson (TE): RAN4 is responsible for information related to RF characteristics going to other forums such as ITU-R. The RF characteristics is related to RF core requirements and product characteristics which in the scope of RAN4. To align 3GPP it would be good to also update RAN1 TR, maybe we can do it in parallel. But since RAN4 information is used as source for sharing with other services RAN4 needs to keep track of the information. A suggestion it too update both TR 39.901 (next meeting) and TR 38.803 (this meeting). It’s actually good to use models and parameters that reflects reality both for RAN1 and RAN4.

	
	Nokia: We have reviewed and commented on different CRs to different TRs over the last few meetings, and yet there is no agreement on which TR should be changed, we need to first agree on which TR to be updated before further discuss the technical contents of CR proposal. 

	
	Ericsson (TE): We have tried many TRs before. TR 38.803 seems to be the one that fits best for RAN4. Let see it we can agree to capture the information in TR 38.803, since its used in many external forums. RAN4 needs to capture information used for co-ex studies both within RAN4 and externally. Is see no other options than 38.803 for RAN4 at this point. As pointed out by Qualcomm it would also be good to look into 38.901 and update or refer to the same information. But that is for RAN1 to do. 



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
	 CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2203580
	To be revised in R4-2207314. Further discussions are needed.




Status updates for 1st round is provided in Section 6.1 for Tdocs not listed above.

Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
	
	Comments collection

	R4-2207314
(revised)
	Qualcomm: What are the changed aspects in that revised version compared to R4-2203580?

	
	Ericsson: Actually, I have not received any specific feedback on the contents. The discussion on what CR to put the information seems to be the only issue. I suggest trying to agree this CR to TR 38.803 and the also work on a CR to 38.901 in RAN1. But since the RAN1 TR is out of control, lets focus on TRs in RAN4. Both RAN1 and RAN4 benefit to use proper models and parameters. 

	
	Huawei: we are ok this CR for 38.803. Meanwhile we think the CR to 38.901 is out of RAN4 scope and do not know if there is other unexpected impact.


Summary for 2nd round 
CRs/TPs
Status updates for 2nd round is provided in Section 6.2.


Topic #2: BS RF maintenance for LTE Rel-15 (4.2.2)
Companies’ contributions summary
(Cat A CRs are not listed)
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2204437
R4-2204440
	NEC
	Draft CR to 36.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
Draft CR to 36.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2204437
R4-2204440
	Huawei: ok

	
	Nokia: Non-contiguous spectrum operation is not specified for Home BS.

	
	NEC: Thanks for the valuable comments. It is suggested to revise the draft CRs to remove the added NOTE in the table for Home BS.



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2204437
R4-2204440
	To be revised in R4-2207313.
To be revised in R4-2207312.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
	
	Comments collection

	R4-2207313
(revised)
	Nokia: Revised CR is ok.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2207312
(revised)
	Nokia: Revised CR is ok.

	
	

	
	


Summary for 2nd round 
CRs/TPs
Status updates for 2nd round is provided in Section 6.2.

Topic #3: BS RF maintenance for NR-U Rel-16 (5.1.1.4)
Companies’ contributions summary
(Cat A CRs are not listed)
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2203643
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to TS 37.105 on correction of OTA blocking requirement for co-location with MR BS in NR band n96

	R4-2205196
 
R4-2205197

R4-2205198
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to 38.104 with addition of absolute values to NR-U masks and clarifications for NR-U bands (Rel-16)
Draft CR to 38.104 with addition of absolute values to NR-U masks and clarifications for NR-U bands (Rel-17)
Draft CR to 38.141-1 with addition of absolute values to NR-U masks and clarifications for NR-U bands

	R4-2205200 

R4-2205201
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to 38.141-2 with clarifications of BS type 1-O requirements for NR-U bands (Rel-16) 
Draft CR to 38.141-2 with clarifications of BS type 1-O requirements for NR-U bands (Rel-17)



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2203643
	Huawei: ok

	R4-2205196
	Huawei: why different BS types are supported for n46 and n96?



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2205196
	To return to. Further discussions are needed.


[bookmark: _Hlk96589224]
Status updates for 1st round is provided in Section 6.1 for Tdocs not listed above.

Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
	
	Comments collection

	R4-2205196
	Nokia: That was an agreement during NR-U works and that way were requirements introduced to specifications. With this note this is just information included into specification to make this issue clear.  

	
	

	
	


Summary for 2nd round 
CRs/TPs
Status updates for 2nd round is provided in Section 6.2.

Topic #4: BS RF maintenance for NR Rel-16 (5.1.5.1)
Companies’ contributions summary
(No Cat A CRs on this topic.)
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2203645
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Draft CR to TR 38.809 on clarification and correction of conformance testing aspects

	R4-2203933

R4-2203934

R4-2203935
	CATT

	Draft CR for TS 38.174: Update the co-existence and co-location tables to include missing bands
Draft CR for TS 38.176-1: Update the co-existence and co-location tables to include missing bands
Draft CR for TS 38.176-2: Update the co-existence and co-location tables to include missing bands

	R4-2204577
R4-2204578
	Samsung
	Draft CR for clean-up to 38.176-1
Draft CR for clean-up to 38.176-2

	R4-2205852
	Ericsson
	TS 38.175: Corrections in clause 1 Scope and clause 9 Immunity



NOTE: The contribution in R4-2119187 needs to be revised to draft CR format (Rel-17) if pursued.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2203935
	Samsung: minor editorial update is needed to Table 6.7.5.5.5.1-1 as “n” for band n96 and MHz for frequency range of n96 are missing. 

	
	CATT: Thanks for the comments. The revision is uploaded. Please check if it’s ok now.

	
	

	R4-2205852
	Samsung: on cover page,  the WI_code and Release should be revised as NR_IAB-Core for Rel-16

	
	Nokia: Wrong WI code on cover page.

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
	 CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2203935
	To be revised in R4-2207311.

	R4-2205852
	To be revised in R4-2207182.



Status updates for 1st round is provided in Section 6.1 for Tdocs not listed above.

Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
	
	Comments collection

	R4-2207311
(revised)
	Nokia: As you are revising the CR, please align the font for your changes in the tables to the existing one, i.e., use Arial font instead of Times New Roman font.

	
	Nokia: Latest revision of the draft CR is ok.

	
	

	R4-2207182
(revised)
	

	
	Nokia: It should be ‘Rel-16’ instead of ‘16’ on cover page.

	
	Moderator: By mistake, this revised CR was discussed in both thread #301 and Thread #303. Discussions should have taken place in #303.
If you have any further comments, please continue the discussion under #303, where the final decision will be made.


Summary for 2nd round 
CRs/TPs
Status updates for 2nd round is provided in Section 6.2.

Topic #5: BS RF maintenance for NR/LTE Rel-17 (6.2.1)
Companies’ contributions summary
Discussion paper:
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2204562
	CMCC
	Proposal 1: It’s suggested to update ΔfOBUE and ΔfOOB as below for 1-C n41 and n90 BS to relax blocking and unwanted emissions requirements.



CRs:
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2203583
	Ericsson
	CR to TR 38.921: Update of information about interference management in subclause 6.1.4, 6.1.5, 8.1.2 and 9.2

	R4-2204563
	CMCC
	CR to TS 38.104 - ΔfOOB and ΔfOBUE for band n41 and n90 for 1-C BS

	R4-2205487
	ZTE Corporation
	Draft maintenance CR to TS38.104

	R4-2205488
	ZTE Corporation
	Draft maintenance CR to TS36.141




Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs and Discussion paper comments collection
	CR/TP/paper number
	Comments collection

	R4-2203583
	Qualcomm: 
- What is the reference for the updated TRP values in Table 6.1.5-1?
- In Table 8.1.2-1,  is not properly introduced with the other parameters. 
- RE  represents the radiation pattern for the array elements, thus, we do not agree with this statement “ or an sub-array constituted of multiple Gaussian shaped elements”.
- The added text in Section 9.2.0 contains many references to “sub-array” which is not clear. We believe this is an implementation aspect and should not be added to the TR. 
- We do not see a need for the following text “For a limited steering range, a sub-array element configuration can be used to suppress side-lobes better than a single element configuration”. This will require more investigation within RAN4. Similar comment applies to the following “A common scenario with element separation larger than 0.5l is when sub-array is used in the vertical domain.”. 
- The following paragraph seems to be redundant “There is no signle general solution solving interference issues for all situations. Depending on situation mitigation solutions described in following sections can be used to protect adjacent niegboring other services.”
- This statement is an implementation aspect that requires further investigation “If tapering is applied at sub-array level the power can be be redistributed between elements in the sub-array, hence no power loss due to tapering will be introduced.”
- Figure 9.2.4-1 and the associated text above it needs further clarification (e.g., what are the AAS parameters used to generate the beams?). Additionally, this statement is not clear “For systems using sparse arrays in the vertical domain by having using sub-arrays it is essential to control the grating lobe response.”
- Typo in this sentence “Instead of concentrating the power is one specific direction the grating lobe power is spread out in the sidelobe region.”. 
- what are the parameters assumed for the patterns presented in Figure 9.2.5-2?

	
	Ericsson (TE): The intension is to align TRP with values given for power per branch in parameter list. The sub-array is already mentioned in the original text, the intension was to make the text clearer in the case sub-arrays are considered. Thanks for the feedback, I will start to work on a revised version.

	
	Huawei: we have some comments on the CR.
· We do not agree to update the TRP value on which we had the agreements captured in WF R4-2008926
· We have different understanding on LE hence we do not agree to include Eq. 8.1.2-4
Sub-clause 9.2.6 is not clear to us, it stated that the coverage can be not impact using scheduler algorithms, in this case we think it should not be a power back-off approach. We prefer not to add clause 9.2.6.

	
	Ericsson (TE): Our intension is to make information in TR consistent. Currently, TRP values given in table 6.1.5-1 does not map conducted per branch values in table 8.1.2-1. Since TRP is radiated power, it is always less than power fed to the antenna. Please explain how Huawei calculate TRP. We have noticed that to be consistent it may be good to capture how we relate conducted power with TRP. If not, the model may not be used properly. This is feedback we have received from ITU-R WP5D and PT1. 
Sub-clause 9.2.6 is the most drastic method to apply to reduce emission towards the sky. It is also the most basic approach. We think it is relevant to describe it too. We could work on the text to make better. Please indicate suggestion to improve it. Remember all of this information will be used by other forums (ITU-R and ECC) so let’s improve the quality. I will draft a revision.

	
	Nokia:
- Why 'Basic limit' needs to be changed to 'Limit' for 10-10.5 GHz?
- P is not defined in Table 8.1.2-1.
- GE should be GE,max in Eq. 8.1.2-5.
- Sub-array in included in added materials in 9.2 and there are also typos, e.g., 'used be a specific base station', 'concentrating the power is one specific direction', 'This approach be used to control average power levels'.

	
	Ericsson (TE): Thanks for the feedback. I will check status from ITU-R regarding “basic limit” and start to work on a revision. 

	R4-2204562/63
	SoftBank: 
1) A reason why 1-C BW is broader is that 1-C (conductive) requirements have been there since LTE and we tried to preserve the relevant requirements as much as possible in R15, otherwise modification on 1-C would give negative impacts to existing deployment or migration to NR. So, as a baseline, we prefer to keep it this time again, esp in unwanted emission which is (to be) used for co-ex. Reading 4562, we got an impression that unwanted emission is not a keen issue and we believe it is relatively harmless to keep it as it is.
2) On in-band blocking, however, it is quite likely that broader CBW would turn out to be  compromised performance (while we are not sure how RF filters are assumed in a BS in R4). On the other hand, for an owner of a lean CBW, it seems hard to accept a relaxed performance for 3 times broader BW(20-> 60MHz) all of a sudden, just because it is under n41. So if we conclude that relaxation is technically required, CBW based approach might be better than 60MHz across n41, regardless of CBWs.
3) If RAN4 concludes some relaxation is required, we need to check domestic impacts based on the relaxation and come back if necessary. So we are not ready to agree the CR in this meeting.
4) We’d like to see BS vendors’ views, esp. on 2).

	
	NEC:
We think current ΔfOBUE and ΔfOOB values and their FDL,high – FDL,low ranges are feasible. 
If RAN4 majority supports this CR we are ok to accept it. In such case, we are not fine to treat band n41 and n90 specially by adding notes for them as requested. Instead, the boundary of 200 MHz for BS type 1-C which is applicable to all bands should be changed. 

	
	CMCC:
The total operation band frequency range for n41 is 194MHz, which is very near to 200MHz. so we think such relax is reasonable. According to our experience, current fOOB/fOBUE definition is much stringent considering the RF filter has larger pass bandwidth, especially for LA gNB. We could compromise to only relax fOOB and fOBUE for LA. But now fOBUE and fOOB are applicable for all gNB classes, we don’t know whether it’s feasible to be only applicable for LA.
To SoftBank, we understand your concern that you only have 30MHz spectrum, but I guess the RF filter for your gNB is also very large, maybe larger than 100MHz? so relax fOOB and fOBUE will help to reduce RF filter burden. RF filter is the key component that impacts fOOB and fOBUE so CBW based method may not be reasonable?
To NEC, if majority support to relaxΔfOBUE and ΔfOOB values for all bands for BS type 1-C, we are also OK. For example, 190MHz can be considered as the breakpoint of operation band frequency range to differentiate ΔfOBUE and ΔfOOB.

	
	Ericsson (AB): Band n41 for BS type 1-C has been in the NR specifications from the start. Any change must therefore be considered carefully. 
On the points raised by SoftBank:
1) Since Band n41 specifications have existed for some time, they have also served as a basis for co-existence studies and regulations. As pointed out, this makes any relaxation difficult.
2) The filtering issue needs to be considered further, taking into account the aspects in the contribution. 
A clarification needed from Softbank: Is the issue pointed out to consider CBW based exclusion instead of Operating bandwidth?
3) There may be studies of co-existence made in e.g. CEPT/ECC or other regulatory bodies for adjacent bands that are based on existing specifications and that serves as basis for regulation.
4) See above.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk96536422]Nokia: For Softbank question to BS vendors, we do not have issue to meet the existing blocking requirements. Band n41 has been defined long time ago and requirements specified for this band were accepted by 3GPP as feasible. Therefore, we would need to see the technical evidence why such relaxation would be necessary. 

	
	SoftBank-2; 
To Ericsson: The usage of CBW is just a lack of knowledge: I simply use a word familiar in UE RF. If there is a suitable word to express plural component carriers as owned by CMCC, it is better to replace. 

	
	T-Mobile USA: We are not in favor of relaxing this blocking requirement. We would be concerned about potential coexistence issues if the requirement were to be relaxed. Our BS vendors have not had any problem meeting the blocking requirements. Since blocking requirements are not a regulatory issue, is there any reason why operators who desire a relaxed blocking requirement can’t work with their vendors to allow such a relaxation by private agreement? 

	
	

	R4-2205488
	Nokia: ‘MR’ is missing from the table row where the correction is made.



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2203583
	To be revised in R4-2207310.

	R4-2204562
R4-2204563
	To return to. Further discussions are needed.

	R4-2205488
	To be revised in R4-2207309.



Status updates for 1st round is provided in Section 6.1 for Tdocs not listed above.

Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
	
	Comments collection

	R4-2207310
(revised)
	Qualcomm: 
- What is the reference for the updated TRP values in Table 6.1.5-1?
- In Table 8.1.2-1,  is not properly introduced with the other parameters. 
- “If tapering is applied at sub-array level the power can be redistributed between elements in the sub-array, hence no power loss due to tapering will be introduced.” Would not the tapering, even if applied on sub-array level, cause the peak EIRP to drop. We would like to have more discussion on this, and thus, avoid having this statement in the CR. 

	
	Nokia: We have the following comments in 1st round which are not handled in this revision:
- Why 'Basic limit' needs to be changed to 'Limit' for 10-10.5 GHz?
- P is not defined in Table 8.1.2-1.

	
	Ericsson: The reason ‘Basic limit’ needs to be changed is that we used information from FR2. For FR2 basic limit is not defined. P is fixed in new revision uploaded to the server.
I have not changed the power values, since companies had trouble to agree to proposed changes. The new version removed changes to conducted power and TRP.
If tapering is applied in the passive sub-array properly. The power is redistributed rather than attenuated. Therefore, no power is lost. Applying tapering using attenuators of reducing power digitally will have an impact on power. I try to describe that power can be done at different location in the system with different consequences. We think it is essential to have this description in since the TR will be used in ITU-R and CEPT we need to describe that different types of tapering can be used. 
· Huawei: as comment in 1st round, we propose not to include Eq. 8.1.2-4, and we think TRP is not used in the simulation.

	
	Ericsson: ok, I will remove TRP equation. Then we can also remove TRP table or?

	
	

	
	

	R4-2204562
R4-2204563
	T-Mobile USA: We have the same comments as in the first round, although reworded slightly: We are not in favor of relaxing this blocking requirement. We would be concerned about potential coexistence issues if the requirement were to be relaxed. Our BS vendors have not had any problem meeting the blocking requirements. Since blocking requirements are not a regulatory issue, would it be possible for operators who desire a relaxed blocking requirement to work with their vendors to allow such a relaxation by private agreement?

	
	

	
	

	R4-2207309
(revised)
	Nokia: Revised CR is ok.

	
	

	
	


Summary for 2nd round 
CRs/TPs
Status updates for 2nd round is provided in Section 6.2.


Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
-
Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2203580
	CR to TR 38.803: Addition of array antenna model extension in subclause 5.2.3
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2204443
	Draft CR to 37.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204444
	Draft CR to 37.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-16
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204445
	Draft CR to 37.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204446
	Draft CR to 37.105: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204447
	Draft CR to 37.105: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-16
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204448
	Draft CR to 37.105: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204449
	Draft CR to 37.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204450
	Draft CR to 37.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-16
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204451
	Draft CR to 37.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204452
	Draft CR to 37.145-1: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204453
	Draft CR to 37.145-1: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-16
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204454
	Draft CR to 37.145-1: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204455
	Draft CR to 37.145-2: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204456
	Draft CR to 37.145-2: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-16
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204457
	Draft CR to 37.145-2: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204437
	Draft CR to 36.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Revised
	

	R4-2204440
	Draft CR to 36.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Revised
	

	R4-2203643
	Draft CR to TS 37.105 on correction of OTA blocking requirement for co-location with MR BS in NR band n96
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2203644
	Draft CR to TS 37.105 on correction of OTA blocking requirement for co-location with MR BS in NR band n96
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205200
	Draft CR to 38.141-2 with clarifications of BS type 1-O requirements for NR-U bands
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205201
	Draft CR to 38.141-2 with clarifications of BS type 1-O requirements for NR-U bands
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2203645
	Draft CR to TR 38.809 on clarification and correction of conformance testing aspects
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2203933
	Draft CR for TS 38.174: Update the co-existence and co-location tables to include missing bands
	CATT
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2203934
	Draft CR for TS 38.176-1: Update the co-existence and co-location tables to include missing bands
	CATT
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2203935
	Draft CR for TS 38.176-2: Update the co-existence and co-location tables to include missing bands
	CATT
	Revised
	

	R4-2204577
	Draft CR for clean-up to 38.176-1
	Samsung
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204578
	Draft CR for clean-up to 38.176-2
	Samsung
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205852
	TS 38.175: Corrections in clause 1 Scope and clause 9 Immunity
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2203583
	CR to TR 38.921: Update of information about interference management in subclause 6.1.4, 6.1.5, 8.1.2 and 9.2
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2205487
	Draft maintenance CR to TS38.104
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205488
	Draft maintenance CR to TS36.141
	ZTE Corporation
	Revised
	



2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2207314
	CR to TR 38.803: Addition of array antenna model extension in subclause 5.2.3
	Ericsson
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2207313
	Draft CR to 36.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204438
	Draft CR to 36.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-16
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204439
	Draft CR to 36.104: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2207312
	Draft CR to 36.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-15
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204441
	Draft CR to 36.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-16
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204442
	Draft CR to 36.141: BS OBUE requirements clarification, rel-17
	NEC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205196
	Draft CR to 38.104 with addition of absolute values to NR-U masks and clarifications for NR-U bands
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205197
	Draft CR to 38.104 with addition of absolute values to NR-U masks and clarifications for NR-U bands
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205198
	Draft CR to 38.141-1 with addition of absolute values to NR-U masks and clarifications for NR-U bands
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2205199
	Draft CR to 38.141-1 with addition of absolute values to NR-U masks and clarifications for NR-U bands
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2207311
	Draft CR for TS 38.176-2: Update the co-existence and co-location tables to include missing bands
	CATT
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2207310
	CR to TR 38.921: Update of information about interference management in subclause 6.1.4, 6.1.5, 8.1.2 and 9.2
	Ericsson
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2204562
	Updating fOOB and fOBUE for n41 and n90 1-C BS
	CMCC
	Noted
	

	R4-2204563
	CR to TS 38.104 - fOOB and fOBUE for band n41 and n90 for 1-C BS
	CMCC
	Not pursued
	

	R4-2207309
	Draft maintenance CR to TS36.141
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	




Annex 
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Qualcomm
	Mustafa Emara
	memara@qti.qualcomm.com 

	SoftBank
	Kenichi Kihara
	enichi.kihara@g.softbank.co.jp 

	Ericsson (TE)
	Torbjorn Elfstrom
	torbjorn.elfstrom@ericsson.com 

	NEC
	Tetsu Ikeda
	tetsu.ikeda@nec.com 

	CMCC
	Guo Chunxia
	guochunxia@chinamobile.com 

	Ericsson (AB)
	Aurelian Bria
	aurelian.bria@ericsson.com 

	Samsung
	Yankun Li
	yankun.li@samsung.com 

	Huawei
	Liu Liehai
	liuliehai@huawei.com  

	T-Mobile USA
	Bill Shvodian
	bill.shvodian@t-mobile.com 

	Nokia
	Man Hung Ng
	man_hung.ng@nokia.com




