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Introduction
This email discussion handles the contributions submitted to agenda item 8.22 for NR_BCS4 and MSD_Inter_Band_ENDC. The scope of this email discussion covers the maximum aggregated bandwidth for CA with BCS4/BCS5, Improvements to MSD table, and some CRs. There are three topics listed as below in this email discussion and multiple sub-topics within each of them.
#1 The maximum aggregated bandwidth for CA with BCS4/BCS5
#2 Improvements to MSD table
#3 Discussion on CRs 
Topic #1: The maximum aggregated bandwidth for CA with BCS4/BCS5
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2208676
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Observation 1: Multiple feature sets approach will introduce a huge amount of signalling overhead.
Proposal 1: Introduce a new IE to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA per band combination in Rel-17.
Proposal 2: The new IE of maximum aggregated bandwidth can be applied for BCS5 with early implementation from Rel-15. FFS on whether and how to apply the new IE for BCS4.
Observation 2: The maximum aggregated CBW that supports by UE is up to 600MHz as of now and it might be even more in future. But UE might not be able to support such a high aggregated CBW due to the limitation.
Proposal 3: Introduce a new IE to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for inter-band CA per band combination in Rel-17.
Proposal 4: To approve the draft LS to RAN2 provided in the appendix.

	R4-2208858
	Xiaomi
	Proposal 1: Introduce a new UE capability indicating the max aggregated CBW for CA in Rel-17 that the UE actually supports.
Proposal 2: BCS 5 with the new signalling of max aggregated CBW could be allowed for early implementation from Rel-15.
Proposal 3: Send LS to RAN2 to ask introduce the new signalling of max aggregated CBW as the annex.
Proposal 4: How BCS4 uses the new signalling of max aggregated CBW need further discuss.
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Open issues summary
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: 
The maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA with BCS4/5 was discussed in last meeting. Based on the email discussion summary R4-2206414, there is no conclusion on whether the maximum aggregated bandwidth can be changed or not for intra-band contiguous CA with BCS4/5 in the later release to avoid creating new issues, e.g. potential problematic intra-band combination CA_n7B. 
In this meeting, moderator proposes to discuss companies’ proposals about the maximum aggregated bandwidth for CA with BCS4/BCS5 in the first round. Once RAN4 can agree these proposals, the LS can be discussed in second round.

Issue 1-1-1: Please discuss whether the following proposals for intra-band CA can be agreeable
Proposals in Tdoc R4-2208676 (Qualcomm):
Proposal 1: Introduce a new IE to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA per band combination in Rel-17.
Proposal 2: The new IE of maximum aggregated bandwidth can be applied for BCS5 with early implementation from Rel-15. FFS on whether and how to apply the new IE for BCS4.
Proposals in Tdoc R4-2208858 (Xiaomi):
Proposal 1: Introduce a new UE capability indicating the max aggregated CBW for CA in Rel-17 that the UE actually supports.
Proposal 2: BCS 5 with the new signalling of max aggregated CBW could be allowed for early implementation from Rel-15.
Proposal 4: How BCS4 uses the new signalling of max aggregated CBW need further discuss.
	Proposals
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK33]Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-1-2: Please discuss whether the following proposals for inter-band CA can be agreeable:
Proposals in Tdoc R4-2208676 (Qualcomm):
Proposal 3: Introduce a new IE to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for inter-band CA per band combination in Rel-17.

	Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Other options.
· Recommended WF
TBA


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

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1-1:
Option 2. As we discussed in last meeting, the maximum aggregated bandwidth can’t be changed for intra-band contiguous CA with BCS4/5 in the later release to avoid creating new issues if we can specify the theoretically possible max aggregated CBW for intra-band contiguous CA with BCS4/5 as we did for CA_n41C_BCS4.
Issue 1-1-2:
Option 2: No. Currently, we have capabilities supportedBandwidthDL and supportedBandwidthUL to Indicates maximum UL channel bandwidth supported for a given SCS that UE supports within a single CC. It’s enough and there is no need to introduce this redundant capability.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1-1:
Not sure if the three options are applicable for all the five proposals from two companies? Shouldn’t we response case by case?
In general, we support to introduce a new IE for max aggregated CBW. At least for BCS5, introducing a new IE will not have impact on the release independent since we already agreed to introduce the min CBW for BCS5 in Rel-17.
The proposals of introducing a new signalling for intra-band CA is to solve the issue on how to specify the maximum aggregated CBW for BCS4/5 for some of intra-band CA band combos which could not specify as theoretically max aggregated CBW. If this issue could not be solved, how the BCS4/5 can be applied for those band combos? Should RAN4 restrict the BCS4 not to apply for the intra-band CA? This should be solve in the last meeting for BCS4 WI.
From our point of view, introducing a new IE is the way to solve this issue. If the aggregated CBW has to be indicated by multiple feature set, additional processing is needed both on UE side and network side to process potential large number of feature set combinations. Network side has to process all different possible BW combinations and pick one that is most suitable for UE. In this case, network will have additional processing.  Also, additionally, UE vendors will also have to define these individual band combinations with different bandwidth combinations by multiple feature set. Therefore, with new signaling, everyone in ecosystem gets the benefit. 
To Huawei:
As we mentioned in the above, the problem is how to specify the band combos in which the theoretically max aggregated CBW could not be used, e.g., CA_n7B. 
For “the maximum aggregated bandwidth can’t be changed for intra-band contiguous CA with BCS4/5 in the later release to avoid creating new issues…”, could you remind what’s the new issue here? 
Issue 1-1-2:
We are the proponent for this proposal. The signalling of supportedBandwidthDL and supportedBandwidthUL are used for single carrier per feature set. But UE could report multiple feature set with different possible BW combinations. In this case, network side will have to process the feature sets which will increase the implantation complexity. As we mentioned in Issue 1-1-1, with new signaling, everyone in ecosystem gets the benefit.



	Xiaomi
	The proposals coming from two companies are consistent considering both issue 1-1-1 and 1-1-2, we support
Introduce a new IE to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band CA and inter-band CA per band combination in Rel-17.
The new IE of maximum aggregated bandwidth can be applied for BCS5 with early implementation from Rel-15. 
· FFS on whether and how to apply the new IE for BCS4.



	ZTE
	Seems the two companies’ proposals are similar. 
The common issue from the two companies’ proposals are the new IE for BCS4. We have discussed this issue in last meeting, if new IE is introduced for BCS4, then it cannot release independent from Rel-15, also there seems no need to have BCS4 and BCS5 together. So we think new IE could not be introduced to BCS4, otherwise, the previous agreements would be overturned.
BTW, there seems no agreements on ‘the maximum aggregated bandwidth can’t be changed for intra-band contiguous CA with BCS4/5 in the later release, also we share the similar comments with QC, what’s the new issue here? 


	T-Mobile USA
	Issue 1-1-1: We support adding a new UE capability for maximum aggregated BW for intra-band CA. However, One thing we haven’t seen discussed is that there could be more than one intra-band CA combination in a given NR CA combination. For instance, CA_n7B-41C-n78(2A). In this case, there might  need to be a maximum aggregated bandwidth per intra-band combination, or at least a way to indicate which intra-band combination the max applies to. To avoid problems with adding new signalling to BCS4, we would be OK if the new maximum aggregated intra-band bandwidth per band IE applies to BCS5 but not BCS4.
Issue 1-1-2: We support adding a new UE capability for maximum total aggregated bandwidth, but this should include both inter-band and intra-band for combinations with intra-band plus inter-band CA or DC. We have heard from multiple UE/chip vendors of such maximum aggregated BW limitations, and it is very inefficient to have to use multiple features sets to indicate such limitations. 

	CHTTL
	Issue 1-1-1 & Issue 1-1-2:
One clarification is that this new signaling IE is applied to BCS5 only, is it correct understanding?

	Nokia
	First of all, the new capability shall not be used together with BCS4 and if it’s introduced, it shall be from Rel-17. 
Importance of the matter of the introduction of a capability for aggregated channel bandwidth may not be the same as that of supportedMinBandwidthDL/ supportedMinBandwidthUL. Regarding the latter, without supportedMinBandwidthDL/ supportedMinBandwidthUL, in order to minimize the supported channel bandwidth combinations, a UE needs to drop supporting a channel bandwidth(s) per band as single band operation while some of the UE channel bandwidths are defined as mandatory support in the specifications so that they were introduced. Thanks to that capability, it just reduces the supported channel bandwidth combinations during CA if necessary and no impact on supported channel bandwidths for single band operation.
While regarding maximum aggregated bandwidth, we have an alternative, i.e., multiple features sets. 
Lastly, we don’t agree with a comment from Huawei that max aggregated channel bandwidth cannot be changed. And there is no such an agreement. If it’s changed, the UE shall report newly introduced wider aggregated channel bandwidth explicitly. The measures to do so is not have to use a new IE. Currently signaling makes it possible but we need to make sure that UEs supporting newly introduced wider aggregated channel bandwidths shall be explicitly reported. Otherwise, network has no idea on which UE can handle which of the wider aggregated channel bandwidths.   

	Huawei
	After reading the comments from QC and T-Mobile USA, I tried to understand the limitations for UE/chip vendors. 
1) Are the multiple features sets issue only for BCS4/5? Or other traditional BCS have the same problems especially for inter-band CA?
2) Can the maximum total aggregated bandwidth represent the baseband capability limitation?
If the reason for introduction of the maximum total aggregated bandwidth is due to the baseband capability limitation, I’d like to share my understanding as below.
RAN2 used to try to introduce a total baseband capability for per CA band combination / UE in Rel-15. But it ended up with failure. Why it’s failed is that channel bandwidth / aggregated bandwidth only represent one parameter of the baseband. We still have different parameters: such as SCS, DL MIMO layer and so on. If SCS, DL MIMO or other parameters are changed, network will not know how to configure the channel bandwidth for each carrier. 
For example: If UE indicate the 100MHz maximum total aggregated bandwidth for CA_n25-n41 with, I’d like to ask companies whether network can the following cases represent the same baseband capabilities with same 100MHz maximum total aggregated bandwidth.
CASE 1: (n25, 40MHz, 15kHz SCS, 2DL MIMO…) +  (n41, 60MHz, 60kHz SCS, 2DL MIMO…) 100MHz total aggregated bandwidth

CASE 2: (n25, 10MHz, 15kHz SCS, 2DL MIMO…) +  (n41, 90MHz, 30kHz SCS, 4DL MIMO…) 100MHz total aggregated bandwidth

These two cases have the same 100MHz total aggregated bandwidth, but the baseband capabilities are different. From network perspective, 30MHz baseband capability for band n25 is not same as to band n41. How can network deploy and configure that based on the new IE maximum total aggregated bandwidth?

In my understanding, baseband capability limitation =  f 1(maxBW, SCS, DL MIMO…) + f 2(maxBW, SCS, DL MIMO…) + …. It isn’t related to maximum total aggregated bandwidth.

If so, I think the new IE maximum total aggregated bandwidth can’t solve the multiple features sets issue.

To QC question, CA_n7B_BCS0 with 50MHz maximum total aggregated bandwidth has been specified in current spec. In the future, if operators have demands to specify BCS4 with larger maximum total aggregated bandwidth, it seems that theoretical max aggregated CBW 70MHz is the only choice to stop introducing new BCS.

To Nokia, Since it’s approaching the end of Rel-17, in order to avoid some discussions for this controversial issue, maximum aggregated bandwidth can’t be changed for all the intra-band contiguous/non-contiguous CA with BCS4/5 specified in Rel-17. Since we didn’t see any BCS4/5 intra-band contiguous/non-contiguous CA cases which need to maximum aggregated bandwidth. We can further discuss whether maximum aggregated bandwidth can be changed or not for all the intra-band contiguous/non-contiguous CA with BCS4/5.

By the way, To T-Mobile USA, band n7 and n41 can’t be deployed together in one UE or a certain region.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1-1:
Option 2. No. We don’t support adding a new UE capability for maximum aggregated BW for intra-band CA.
Issue 1-1-2:
Option 2: No. Currently, we have capabilities supportedBandwidthDL and supportedBandwidthUL to Indicates maximum UL channel bandwidth supported for a given SCS that UE supports within a single CC. It’s enough and there is no need to introduce this capability.


 
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
	Issue 1-1-1 and Issue 1-1-2:
Qualcomm, Xiaomi, T-Mobile and ZTE(?) support option 1.
Huawei and Ericsson support option 2.
CHTTL want to clarify whether this new signaling IE is applied to BCS5 only.
Huawei tried to understand the limitations for UE/chip vendors and ask the following questions. 
1)	Are the multiple features sets issue only for BCS4/5? Or other traditional BCS have the same problems especially for inter-band CA?
2)	Can the maximum total aggregated bandwidth represent the baseband capability limitation?
Ericsson think we have capabilities supportedBandwidthDL and supportedBandwidthUL to Indicates maximum UL channel bandwidth supported for a given SCS that UE supports within a single CC.
Given companies still have concerns on these proposals and views are diversity, proponents can try to address companies’ concerns and find a potential compromise in the 2nd round.
From moderator’s perspective, this is last meeting for this Rel-17 WI, if we can’t reach a consensus in the end, we have to drop this proposal. The new IE maximum total aggregated bandwidth was also proposed in FR2 email thread. Based on the discussion, the limitations for UE/chip vendors is not only for BCS4/5, but also other traditional BCS. Maybe a wide discussion is needed.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss Issue 1-1-1 and Issue 1-1-2 in the 2nd round.




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

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



Discussion on 2nd round
Issue 1-1-1/1-1-2: Please further discuss these proposals and address/response companies’ concerns.

	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Response to CHTTL and Huawei’s comments on the applicability for the new IE, for FR1, the multiple feature set issue would be more prominent for BCS4/5 since UE what supports BCS4/5 is supposed to support the theoretically max. aggregated CBW for the band combination. Since we have already introduced a new IE (min. CBW) for BCS5, it could be feasible to introduce the max aggregated CBW for BCS5 to solve the issue of aggregated CBW in intra-band CA and extend the idea to inter-band CA.
Response to Huawei’s comments on the baseband capability limitation, our understanding is UE has a certain RF BW resource pool which it can use for a variable number of CCs. From RF perspective, UE could declare the max. aggregated BW which indicate the UE’s max. aggregated BW assuming the maximum MIMO layers (or other factors if any) it supports. But the details on the signalling design should be left to RAN2.
Could it be acceptable for companies that the IE of max. aggregated CBW is introduced for BCS5 only?

	Huawei
	Before we introduce a new capability, we have to know what the root cause is and how network can use and configure this capability.
In companies’ contribution, it seems that multiple feature set issue should be solved by this max aggregated CBW capability. However, as far as I know, RAN2 has filter mechanism to reduce capability signaling overhead. After network send the expected message to UE, UE can report one feature set or more feature set. Even if UE report one feature set, it can still work. If UE report Multiple feature sets, network can have more options to configure UE. Thus, in my understanding, multiple feature set issue is not a big issue that we can’t solve based on current mechanism. The observations above are not only for BCS4/5, but also for other traditional BCS. From this perspective, it may not be reasonable to introduce the IE of max. aggregated CBW for BCS5 only.
For the capability limitation, I still can’t understand what the real issue / problem is here. As we comment in the 1st round, we have capabilities supportedBandwidthDL and supportedBandwidthUL to Indicates maximum UL channel bandwidth supported for a given SCS that UE supports within a single CC. Network can sum the supportedBandwidthDL and supportedBandwidthUL for all the CC to get the max. aggregated CBW. Does it work?


	Ericsson
	We support and agree with the Huawei view

	Nokia
	Our position is the same as the 1st round. If a new IE is introduced, it should be used together with only BCS5 as we did for supportedMinBandwidthDL/ supportedMinBandwidthUL, i.e., not with BCS4. And the introduction must be from Rel-17.

	T-Mobile USA
	The values, that Huawei is pointing to, supportedBandwidthDL and supportedBandwidthUL are per CC. Not all UEs can support the sum of all maximum BWs. A UE may have a limitation of say 200 MHz baseband, even thought it supports CA_n66-n41-n77. It may support up to 45 MHz for n66, 100 MHz for n41 and 100 MHz for n77, but the sum has to be 200 MHz or less. We have heard this issue from multiple vendors, so I’m surprised more UE/chip vendors aren’t weighing in to support this proposal from Qualcomm. The number of features sets can be enormous if all the possible combinations of bandwidths has to be listed. It would be better if a maximum aggregated BW could be signalled. 


Summary for 2nd round
Qualcomm pointed out that multiple feature set issue would be more prominent for BCS4/5 and UE could declare the max. aggregated BW which indicate the UE’s max. aggregated BW assuming the maximum MIMO layers (or other factors if any) it supports based on the certain RF BW resource pool. But the details on the signalling design should be left to RAN2.
T-Mobile USA elaborated the multiple feature set issues.
Huawei think multiple feature set issues can be solved by current RAN2’s filter mechanism. And the potential multiple feature set issues and solutions are not only for BCS4/5, but also for other traditional BCS.
Ericsson support Huawei’s view.
Nokia declare the position that If a new IE is introduced, it should be used together with only BCS5 as we did for supportedMinBandwidthDL/ supportedMinBandwidthUL, i.e., not with BCS4. And the introduction must be from Rel-17.
Based on the discussion, the views from companies are still diversity. Since this is the last meeting for this Rel-17 WI, we have to drop this proposal due to no consensus under this WI.
Topic #2: Improvements to MSD table
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2208454
	CHTTL
	Proposal 1: When considering the MSD table reduction for the direct hit harmonic and the cross-band isolation for FR1, at least the following two cases are considered to be specified.
· The MSD requirement for the minimum victim downlink channel bandwidth.
· The MSD requirement for the maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth of 100MHz if the victim band supports 100MHz channel bandwidth.
Proposal 2: When considering the MSD table reduction for the direct hit harmonic and the cross-band isolation for FR1,  for the case that the maximum supported channel BW of the victim band is smaller than 100MHz, the following options can be considered.
· - Option 2-1: The 2nd MSD requirement is based on the maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth supported in the latest spec, if larger victim downlink channel bandwidth is introduced in the future whether additional requirement is needed can be further discussed.
· - Option 2-2: Whether the 2nd MSD requirement based on the maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth can be requested by operators if needed.
Proposal 3: When considering transferring the current table to the new format, the value of the MSD and the uplink configurations should remain unchanged.

	R4-2208681
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: Except the minimum victim downlink channel bandwidth, another test point is proposed as maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth.
Proposal 2: On top of the MSD test points proposed above, additional test point(s) would be needed in case of minimum victim downlink channel bandwidth or maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth changed in future.

	R4-2209358
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: To update the REFSENS exceptions due to cross band isolation for SUL as below.
	UL band
	DL band
	UL Fc
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	DL Fc
	DL BW
	MSD
	X band interference source

	
	
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(dB)
	

	n80
	n41
	1780
	10
	15
	50 (RBstart=0)
	2505
	10
	4.3
	>ACLR2

	n80
	n41
	1780
	10
	15
	50 (RBstart=0)
	2550
	100
	3.0
	>ACLR2

	n95
	n41
	2017.5
	15
	15
	75 (RBstart=0)
	2505
	10
	6.1
	>ACLR2

	n95
	n41
	2017.5
	15
	15
	75 (RBstart=0)
	2550
	100
	6.1
	>ACLR2

	n97
	n41
	2360
	80
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	2505
	10
	20.7
	ACLR2

	n97
	n41
	2360
	80
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	2550
	100
	10.6
	ACLR2

	



Proposal 2: To update the REFSENS exceptions due to harmonic interference for SUL as below.
	UL band
	DL band
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	DL BW
	MSD
	UL/DL fc condition
	UL/DL harmonic order

	
	
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(MHz)
	(dB)
	
	

	n80
	n77
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	23.9
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n80
	n77
	10
	15
	50 (RBstart=0)
	100
	13.8
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n80
	n77
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	1.1
	NOTE 6
	UL2/DL1
near-miss

	n80
	n78
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	23.9
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n80
	n78
	10
	15
	50 (RBstart=0)
	100
	13.8
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n80
	n78
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	1.1
	NOTE 6
	UL2/DL1
near-miss

	n81
	n41
	5
	15
	16 (RBstart=4)
	10
	13
	NOTE 3
	UL3/DL1
direct-hit

	n81
	n41
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	100
	3.5
	NOTE 3
	UL3/DL1
direct-hit

	n81
	n78
	5
	15
	16 (RBstart=4)
	10
	10.8
	NOTE 4
	UL4/DL1
direct-hit

	n81
	n78
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	100
	1.4
	NOTE 4
	UL4/DL1
direct-hit

	n81
	n79
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	40
	6.8
	NOTE 5
	UL5/DL1
direct-hit

	n81
	n79
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	100
	4.4
	NOTE 5
	UL5/DL1
direct-hit

	n82
	n78
	5
	15
	16 (RBstart=4)
	10
	10.8
	NOTE 4
	UL4/DL1
direct-hit

	n82
	n78
	5
	15
	20 (RBstart=2)
	100
	1.0
	NOTE 4
	UL4/DL1
direct-hit

	n83
	n78
	5
	15
	10 (RBstart=8)
	10
	10.4
	NOTE 5
	UL5/DL1
direct-hit

	n83
	n78
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	100
	0.7
	NOTE 5
	UL5/DL1
direct-hit

	n84
	n77
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	23.9
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n84
	n77
	10
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	100
	13.8
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n84
	n77
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	1.1
	NOTE 6
	UL2/DL1
near-miss

	n86
	n78
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	23.9
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n86
	n78
	10
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	100
	13.8
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n86
	n78
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	1.1
	NOTE 6
	UL2/DL1
near-miss

	n97
	n79
	5
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	40
	29.4
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n97
	n79
	5
	15
	270 (RBstart=0)
	100
	25.3
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n99
	n77
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	23.9
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n99
	n77
	10
	15
	100 (RBstart=0)
	100
	13.8
	NOTE 2
	UL2/DL1
direct-hit

	n99
	n77
	5
	15
	25 (RBstart=0)
	10
	1.1
	NOTE 6
	UL2/DL1
near-miss

	NOTE 1:	These requirements apply when there is at least one individual RE within the uplink transmission bandwidth of the aggressor (lower) band for which the 2nd / 3rd / 4th / 5th transmitter harmonic is within the downlink transmission bandwidth of a victim (higher) band.


NOTE 2:  The requirements should be verified for UL NR ARFCN of the aggressor (lower) band (superscript LB) such that in MHz and  with carrier frequency in the victim (higher) band in MHz and  the channel bandwidth configured in the lower band.


NOTE 3:	The requirements should be verified for UL NR ARFCN of the aggressor (lower) band (superscript LB) such that  in MHz and  with the carrier frequency in the victim (higher) band in MHz and  the channel bandwidth configured in the low band.


NOTE 4:	The requirements should be verified for UL EARFCN of the aggressor (lower) band (superscript LB) such that in MHz and  with[image: ] carrier frequency in the victim (higher) band in MHz and [image: ] the channel bandwidth configured in the lower band.


NOTE 5:	The requirements should be verified for UL NR-ARFCN of the aggressor (lower) band (superscript LB) such that in MHz and  with[image: ] carrier frequency in the victim (higher) band in MHz and [image: ] the channel bandwidth configured in the lower band.




NOTE 6:	The requirements are only applicable to channel bandwidths no larger than 20 MHz and with a carrier frequency at  MHz offset from  in the victim (higher band) with , where[image: ]andare the channel bandwidths configured in the aggressor (lower) and victim (higher) bands in MHz, respectively.




Proposal 3: It can be clarified in the spec that “for different combinations of (UL configurations, DL channel bandwidths), the sensitivity degradation exception due to harmonic interference / cross band isolation are allowed for band combinations. The limited test configurations are specified to verify MSD requirements” when MSD table simplification is implemented.




Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description: Based on the approved WF R4-2206450 as below, companies provided their views on the open issues in this meeting. We’d like to discuss them and make some progress in this meeting.
o	Option 4: When considering MSD table improvement, for a given band combination:
-	two MSD test points for the case of direct-hit harmonic interference can be considered,
-	two MSD test points for cross-band isolation interference can be considered,
-	one MSD test point for the case of near-miss harmonic interference can be considered.
Note: For the case when 2 MSD test points can be considered at least, one test point is specified for the minimum victim downlink channel bandwidth.
Companies are encouraged to bring proposals on criteria
1)	 how to select the second MSD test point (is it based on maximum DL CBW? based on MSD level? other?); and,
2)	 how to capture the test point in the new table format in case new “lowest” or new “highest” CBW are introduced in the future.
3)	Other options are not precluded, including if 2 test points are needed for near miss harmonic MSD.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: If the victim band supports 100MHz channel bandwidth, how to select the second MSD test point for the direct hit harmonic and the cross-band isolation for FR1 in current release?
· Proposals
· Option 1: The MSD requirement for the maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth of 100MHz.
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK88]Option 2: Others
· 
· Recommended WF
· Option 1

Issue 2-1-2: If the maximum supported channel BW of the victim band is smaller than 100MHz, how to select the second MSD test point for the direct hit harmonic and the cross-band isolation for FR1 in current release?

· Proposals
· Option 1: The 2nd MSD requirement is based on the maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth supported in the latest spec.
· Option 2: Whether the 2nd MSD requirement based on the maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth can be requested by operators if needed.
· Option 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 2-1-3: how to capture the test point in the new table format in case new “lowest” or new “highest” CBW are introduced in the future release?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Additional test point(s) would be needed in case of minimum victim downlink channel bandwidth or maximum victim downlink channel bandwidth changed in future release.
· Option 2: if larger victim downlink channel bandwidth is introduced in the future whether additional requirement is needed can be further discussed.
· Option 3: Others.

· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-1-4: Please discuss whether Proposal 1 and 2 in Tdoc R4-2209358 for SUL band combinations can be acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, it’s acceptable.
· Option 2: No, it can be modified.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description: Other proposals which are related to MSD improvement can be discussed in this sub-topic:
Issue 2-2-1: Please discuss whether Proposal 3 in Tdoc R4-2208454 can be acceptable?
Proposal 3: When considering transferring the current table to the new format, the value of the MSD and the uplink configurations should remain unchanged.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, it’s acceptable.
· Option 2: No, it can be modified.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-2-2: Please discuss whether Proposal 3 in Tdoc R4-2209358 for SUL band combinations can be acceptable?
Proposal 3: It can be clarified in the spec that “for different combinations of (UL configurations, DL channel bandwidths), the sensitivity degradation exception due to harmonic interference / cross band isolation are allowed for band combinations. The limited test configurations are specified to verify MSD requirements” when MSD table simplification is implemented.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, it’s acceptable.
· Option 2: No, it can be modified.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	MediaTek
	Issue 2-1-1: We are fine with recommended WF
Issue 2-1-2: Option 1
Issue 2-1-3: Option 3. No need to add/modify existing test points if  same impairment mechanism keeps. New test points to be added/modified only when worse mechanism happens (ex: aggressor IMD5 falling into victim BW  aggressor IMD3 falling into victim BW)
Issue 2-1-4: Option 1


	Huawei
	Issue 2-1-1: We are fine with recommended WF
Issue 2-1-2: Both Option 1 and option 2 are OK.
Issue 2-1-3: We tend to agree with MTK’s view. It can be further discussed case by case.
Issue 2-1-4: Option 1


	Meta
	Issue 2-1-1: When 100MHz CBW is supported, then the 2nd MSD test point is up to operator request. 
Issue 2-1-2: Option 2
Issue 2-1-3: RAN4 will further discuss based on the operator request for the 2nd MSD test point


	ZTE
	Issue 2-1-1: Option 1 
Issue 2-1-2: Option 2
Issue 2-1-3: Option 1 and option 2 are not conflict. For option 2, except larger victim downlink channel BW in introduce, smaller victim downlink channel BW should also be considered. The comments from MTK somehow imply new test point would be needed. At least, new test point would not be excluded if  in case new “lowest” or new “highest” CBW are introduced in the future release?

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-1-1: Option 1 as the proponent.
Issue 2-1-2: Option 1 and option 2 are OK, in some case there might be some on-going larger BW, so such operator might be able to provide better expectation on the larger BW status.
Issue 2-1-3: Option 1 and option 2 are ok. Probably in this meeting we can only agree that further discuss is needed.

	Skyworks
	We apologise for missing the deadline for uploading our contribution.
Issue 2-1-1: Option 2. In our view, the MSD test point for 100MHz or for the highest supported DL CBW is an optional test point: the choice of DL CBW should remain open to proponents to accommodate concerns such as regional spectrum range, network deployment considerations, etc... 
For MSD due to cross band isolation, the agreed guidelines R4-2202275 WF on LB-LB MSDs should be used to define the UL/DL configurations of the first MSD test point, denoted “TP#1”. It is key to specify MSD for the smallest DL CBW. As a reminder, these agreements are:
Guidelines for UL band configuration:
- the UL carrier is configured with the highest UL CBW.
This ensures the lowest UL IMD order has maximum reach towards the affected DL band, this is key when the frequency separation is "small" relative to the UL CBW (eg. CA_n5-n28, CA_n1-n3..)
- UL RB blocks shall be located as close as possible to the affected downlink band,
- UL Lcrb is that specified in Table 7.3.2-3 - UL configuration for UL Band REFSENS for the corresponding UL CBW. This solves the numerous inconsistencies that are present in Table 7.3A.6.2 today.
- The UL carrier centre-frequency shall be configured as close as possible to the affected DL band.
 Guidelines for DL affected band configuration:
 - Smallest DL CBW, a 2nd test point targeting the highest DL CBW is not precluded,
- The affected DL carrier centre-frequency shall be configured as close as possible to the UL band.

Issue 2-1-2: Option 2
Issue 2-1-3: Option 3. Same view as Mediatek and Huawei:
· new “highest” CBW may impact MSD if this new CBW is that of the UL band. 
· new “lowest” CBW may impact MSD if this new CBW is that of the affected DL band. So, the impact should be evaluated on a case by case, test points may not always need to be changed.
Issue 2-1-4: Option 2: for consistency, we would prefer to align the UL configuration of the first test point with TP#1 guidelines for MSD due to crossband isolation – see blue highlights. For CA_n97-n41, the first test point should become BCS4 compliant and therefore MSD should be re-evaluated for UL-CBW=100MHz, Lcrb=270 (RBstart=3).
	UL band
	DL band
	UL Fc
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	DL Fc
	DL BW
	MSD
	X band interference source

	
	
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(dB)
	

	n80
	n41
	1760
	50
	15
	50 (RBstart=220)
	2505
	10
	4.3
	>ACLR2

	n80
	n41
	1780
	10
	15
	50 (RBstart=0)
	2550
	100
	3.0
	>ACLR2

	n95
	n41
	2017.5
	15
	15
	75 (RBstart=4)
	2505
	10
	6.1
	>ACLR2

	n95
	n41
	2017.5
	15
	15
	75 (RBstart=0)
	2550
	100
	6.1
	>ACLR2

	n97
	n41
	2360
	80
	30
	216 (RBstart=1)
	2505
	10
	20.7
	ACLR2

	n97
	n41
	2360
	80
	30
	216 (RBstart=0)
	2550
	100
	10.6
	ACLR2





 
Sub topic 2-2 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Issue 2-2-1: Option 1. The later spec format change shall not impact/change previous agreed specs values.
Issue 2-2-2: Option 2. We don’t need to say “Limited test configurations”. We can say “only the listed test points are needed to be tested”

	Huawei
	Issue 2-2-1: OK with Option 1. But if special cases are identified, it can be further discussed case by case.
Issue 2-2-2: OK with MTK’s revision.

	Meta
	Issue 2-2-1: Option 1 is our preference. But we can further discuss if necessary to change the configurations. 
Issue 2-2-2: Generally, we are fine with the proposal

	ZTE
	Issue 2-2-1: Option 1 is our preference.

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-2-1: Option 1 unless there exist errors.
Issue 2-2-2: though it mentions that the issue is for SUL band combinations, but I guess it is for all the combinations if I understand the contribution correctly. We think such clarification is ok, regarding the wording  “… allowed for band combinations” probably we can say “… allowed for the listed band combinations”. 
Maybe we don’t need to say only the listed test points are needed to be tested, since if the requirement is not listed, of course it cannot be tested?

	Skyworks
	Issue 2-2-1: Option 1 is fine with us for this meeting. Question to Huawei: Shall we migrate the test points for MSD due to cross-band isolation into the new table format?
For MSD due to cross-band isolation: we are Ok with option 1 at this meeting. We have posteda draft CR for review based on off-line discussions (link: Draft CR for R17 38.101-1 new table format for MSD due to cross-band isolation).
We would like to thank the proponents for their inputs, and we welcome further comments. 
For the next meeting, some MSDs need to be re-evaluated due to TP#1 UL/DL guidelines. We invite interested companies to review the list below and come back at next meeting with MSD proposal. We believe the majority of MSDs can be retrieved from the legacy levels because in some cases TP1 has little impact on Tx noise level falling in Rx DL band. For example, the band n41 IM order falling in band n48 5MHz lowest channel changes from order >> 17 to order=17 for TP#1 below.
	[bookmark: _Hlk103160585]UL band
	DL band
	UL Fc
	UL BW
	SCS of UL band
	UL RB Allocation
	DL Fc
	DL BW
	MSD
	Cross-band
Interference
source

	
	
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(kHz)
	LCRB
	(MHz)
	(MHz)
	(dB)
	

	n1
	n3
	1945
	50
	15
	128 (RBstart=0)
	1877.5
	5
	FFS
	ACLR1

	n1
	n40
	1955
	50
	15
	128 (RBstart=142)
	2302.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n3
	n74
	1735
	50
	15
	50 (RBstart=0)
	1515.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n34
	n3
	2017.5
	15
	15
	75 (RBstart=0)
	1877.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n38
	n1
	2590
	40
	15
	216 (RBstart=0)
	2167.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n38
	n25
	2590
	40
	15
	216 (RBstart=0)
	1992.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n38
	n78
	2600
	40
	15
	216 (RBstart=0)
	3305
	10
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n40
	n1
	2350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	2167.5
	5
	FFS
	ACLR2

	n41
	n3
	2546
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	1877.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n41
	n25
	2546
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	1992.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n41
	n66
	2546
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	2167.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n41
	n48
	2640
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=3)
	3552.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n41
	n70
	2546
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	2017.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n41
	n77
	2640
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=3)
	3305
	10
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n41
	n78
	2640
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=3)
	3305
	10
	FFS
	>ACLR2

	n77
	n2
	3350
	100
	30
	270 (RBstart=0)
	1932.5
	5
	FFS
	>ACLR2


Issue 2-2-2: Option 2 same view as Mediatek.

	Skyworks
	With the new table format, we simplify considerably the number of test points, but we have one vulnerability because the test points rely on the “lowest” DL CBW (first test point) and the “highest” DL CBW (2nd test point).
We would like to suggest that for round 2, a WF is drafted to define guidelines so that proponents who will request new “lowest” or new “highest” CBW for a frequency band are aware of the impact on MSD tables, for example if MSD needs to be evaluated or not - Refer to Issue 2-1-3 and thread [119]. 
WF may also capture guidelines to proponents who will request BCS4 in case BCS4 means a new “highest” or new “lowest” CBW needs to be supported, and whether MSD needs re-evaluation.
For the case of intra-band non-contiguous, the WF may also clarify guidelines on what is the maximum aggregated CBW or the minimum gap between CCs, and if MSD needs to be re-evaluated etc,. - refer to thread [116] BCS4 requests.


 

CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



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

	Sub-topic#2-1
	Issue 2-1-1: If the victim band supports 100MHz channel bandwidth, how to select the second MSD test point for the direct hit harmonic and the cross-band isolation for FR1 in current release?
MTK, Huawei, ZTE, CHTTL are OK with option 1.
Meta express that When 100MHz CBW is supported, then the 2nd MSD test point is up to operator request.
Skyworks provide another option as below.
The MSD test point for 100MHz or for the highest supported DL CBW is an optional test point: the choice of DL CBW should remain open to proponents to accommodate concerns such as regional spectrum range, network deployment considerations, etc.
From moderator’s perspective, we can have a way forward to further discuss the specific principle in the 2nd round and address all the companies’ concerns. However, the principle shouldn’t have an impact on the conversion progress of MSD table format.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the specific principle based on WF in the 2nd round.
Issue 2-1-2: If the maximum supported channel BW of the victim band is smaller than 100MHz, how to select the second MSD test point for the direct hit harmonic and the cross-band isolation for FR1 in current release?
Option 1: MTK, Huawei, CHTTL
Option 2: Huawei, Meta, ZTE, CHTTL, Skyworks.
Based on the discussion, it seems that the views companies are not very diversity. It’s encouraged to reach a compromise in 2nd round.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the potential compromise based on WF in the 2nd round.

Issue 2-1-3: how to capture the test point in the new table format in case new “lowest” or new “highest” CBW are introduced in the future release?
MTK, Skyworks and Huawei prefer option 3: further discuss case by case.
Meta express that RAN4 will further discuss based on the operator request for the 2nd MSD test point.
ZTE and CHTTL are OK with both option 1 and option 2.
From moderator perspective, if we can’t reach an agreement on this issue in this meeting, the baseline is to further discuss case by case. But let’s have a try to find a compromise in the 2nd round.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the potential compromise based on WF in the 2nd round.

Issue 2-1-4: Please discuss whether Proposal 1 and 2 in Tdoc R4-2209358 for SUL band combinations can be acceptable?
Option 1 can be acceptable with some modifications.
Tentative agreements: Option 1 can be acceptable with some modifications.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Option 1 can be acceptable with some modifications.


	Sub-topic#2-2
	Issue 2-2-1: Please discuss whether Proposal 3 in Tdoc R4-2208454 can be acceptable?
All the companies are OK with option 1 for this meeting.
Tentative agreements: All the companies are OK with option 1 for this meeting.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The draft CR with the conversion of MSD table format can be implemented based on this agreement.

Issue 2-2-2: Please discuss whether Proposal 3 in Tdoc R4-2209358 for SUL band combinations can be acceptable?
The intention of this proposal can be accepted, but the specific wording should be further improved.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The draft CR with the conversion of MSD table format can be implemented based on this proposal. But the detailed wording can be further improved,






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
It’s encouraged to comment the following draft CRs and WF directly in the second round.
	WF/draft CR number
	Comments collection

	WF on criteria on Rel-17 enhanced MSD table format

Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	Draft CR for R17 38.101-1 to introduce new table format for MSD due to cross-band isolation

Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	Draft CR for 38.101-1 to introduce new table format for MSD due to harmonic interference and for SUL

Huawei, HiSilicon
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Moderator’s summary: The latest versions of WF, draft CR are agreeable
Topic #3: Discussion on CRs
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2209420
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Reason of change: It isn’t clarified that BCS4 and BCS5 can't be reported together in TS 38.101-3.
Summary of change: 
The following clarification is added in clause 5.5A.1.
“BCS5 shall not be indicated together with BCS4 for a CA configuration.”

	R4-2209421
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Reason of change: Based on the current spec, some clarification specified in clause 5.5A.0 is missing in SUL configuration.
Summary of change: 
The following clarification is added in clause 5.5C.
“BCS5 shall not be indicated together with BCS4 for a SUL configuration. For SUL band combinations including FR1 intra-band CA and with BCS4 or BCS5, the Bandwidth Combination Sets for the FR1 intra-band CA are BCS4 or BCS5.”

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 

CRs/TPs comments collection
Companies can comment the CR directly.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2209420
	ZTE:  we think the text ‘ and BCS5 shall not be indicated together with BCS4 for a CA configuration’ is not the same meaning of ‘ BCS4 and BCS5 can't be reported together’, as stated in the CR cover.
In addition, we think there is no need to add the text in RAN4 spec, some rules were already captured in the TR38.862, which BCS is reported pending on UE capability.

	
	 T-Mobile USA: We support the CR. We think the wording is consistent with the wording in 38.101-1 5.5A.0: “BCS5 shall not be indicated together with BCS4 for a CA configuration.”

	
	To ZTE, this CR has been endorsed in RAN4#101bis. It’s resubmission. If you want to reword the text based on the agreement, we can further discuss it.

	R4-2209421
	ZTE: Same as above.

	
	T-Mobile USA: We support the CR. We think the wording is consistent with the wording in 38.101-1 5.5A.0: “BCS5 shall not be indicated together with BCS4 for a CA configuration.”

	
	To ZTE, If you want to reword the text based on the agreement, we can further discuss it.

	
	



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
	Referring to the agreed CR R4-2206451 in last meeting, the same clarification is added for CA. Thus, the same clarification is needed for SUL and FR1+FR2 CA. After offline discussion with ZTE, moderator think both R4-2209420 and R4-2209421 can be agreed.
Tentative agreements:
Both R4-2209420 and R4-2209421 are agreeable.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Both R4-2209420 and R4-2209421 are agreeable. No further discuss in the 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  

	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”.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	
	WF on …
	YYY
	

	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	R4-2210565
	WF on criteria on Rel-17 enhanced MSD table format
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	

	R4-2210566
	Draft CR for R17 38.101-1 to introduce new table format for MSD due to cross-band isolation
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	During the post email discussion, basket rapporteurs (ZTE 2band CA_PC3, China Telecom 2band CA_PC2/PC1.5 ) can merge these draft CRs into basket big CRs respectively in order to solve the CR conflicts, if it’s agreeable.

	R4-2210567
	Draft CR for 38.101-1 to introduce new table format for MSD due to harmonic interference and for SUL
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	During the post email discussion, basket rapporteurs (ZTE 2band CA_PC3, Huawei SUL, China Telecom 2band CA_PC2/PC1.5 ) can merge these draft CRs into basket big CRs respectively in order to solve the CR conflicts, if it’s agreeable.



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	R4-2208454
	
	Discussion on the reduced MSD configurations for harmonic and cross-band isolation for NR CA
	CHTTL
	Noted
	

	R4-2208676
	
	Discussion on maximum aggregated channel bandwidth
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2208681
	
	Discussion on improvement on MSD for harmonic and cross-band isolation for NR CA
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2208858
	
	Discussion on the max aggregated CBW of intra-band CA for BCS4/5
	Xiaomi
	Noted
	

	R4-2209358
	
	Discussion on simplifying extended MSD table for SUL
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2209420
	
	CR for 38.101-3 to clarify that BCS4 and BCS5 can't be reported together
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2209421
	
	CR for 38.101-1 to introduce the missing requirements for BCS4
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agreeable
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



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
	Revised to
	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
	

	R4-2210565
	
	WF on criteria on Rel-17 enhanced MSD table format
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2210566
	
	Draft CR for R17 38.101-1 to introduce new table format for MSD due to cross-band isolation
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Agreeable
	During the post email discussion, basket rapporteurs (ZTE 2band CA_PC3, China Telecom 2band CA_PC2/PC1.5 ) can merge these draft CRs into basket big CRs respectively in order to solve the CR conflicts, if it’s agreeable.

	R4-2210567
	
	Draft CR for 38.101-1 to introduce new table format for MSD due to harmonic interference and for SUL
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agreeable
	During the post email discussion, basket rapporteurs (ZTE 2band CA_PC3, Huawei SUL, China Telecom 2band CA_PC2/PC1.5 ) can merge these draft CRs into basket big CRs respectively in order to solve the CR conflicts, if it’s agreeable.

	
	
	
	
	
	





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

	Huawei
	Peng (Henry) Zhang
	zhangpeng169@Huawei.com

	Skyworks Solutions, Inc.
	Laurent Noel
	laurent.noel@skyworksinc.com

	Ericsson
	Per Lindell
	per.lindell@ericsson.com


	MediaTek
	Huanren Fu
	huanren.fu@mediatek.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)
image1.wmf
ë

û

1

.

0

2

.

0

/

HB

DL

LB

UL

f

f

=


oleObject1.bin

image2.wmf
__

/2/2

LBLBLBLBLB

ULlowChannelULULhighChannel

FBWfFBW

+££-


oleObject2.bin

image3.wmf
/0.30.1

LBHB

ULDL

ff

êú

=

ëû


oleObject3.bin

oleObject4.bin

image4.wmf
ë

û

1

.

0

4

.

0

/

HB

DL

LB

UL

f

f

=


oleObject5.bin

oleObject6.bin

image5.wmf
HB

DL

f


image6.wmf
LB

Channel

BW


image7.wmf
ë

û

1

.

0

5

.

0

/

HB

DL

LB

UL

f

f

=


oleObject7.bin

oleObject8.bin

image8.wmf
(

)

2

/

20

HB

Channel

BW

+

±


oleObject9.bin

image9.wmf
LB

UL

f

2


oleObject10.bin

oleObject11.bin

image10.wmf
HB

Channel

BW


oleObject12.bin

