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Introduction
The thread covers BS RF maintenance agenda items. Topics are divided according to the agenda:
1. Up to Rel-16 BS RF maintenance for LTE and NR, including MSR and eAAS (4.2)
2. Rel-17 DL 1024QAM BS/UE RF maintenance (5.2.2.1)
3. Rel-17 TEI (BS RF only) (5.2.4.5)
4. Rel-17 NB_IoT/MTC BSRF, RF conformance (9.24.2, 9.24.3) – Note: No Tdocs submitted

It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	CMCC
	Chunxia Guo
	guochunxia@chinamobile.com

	Qualcomm
	Mustafa Emara
	memara@qti.qualcomm.com

	Nokia
	Man Hung Ng
	man_hung.ng@nokia.com

	Huawei(LH)
	Liehai Liu
Michal Szydelko
	liuliehai@Huawei.com
michal.szydelko@huawei.com

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

	NEC
	Tetsu Ikeda
	tetsu.ikeda@nec.com

	ZTE
	Fei Xue
	Xue.fei25@zte.com.cn

	Ericsson (JS)
	Johan Sköld
	johan.skold@ericsson.com

	ZTE
	Wenhao Liu
	Liu.wenhao@zte.com.cn



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)
Topic #1: Up to Rel-16 BS RF maintenance for LTE and NR, including MSR and eAAS (4.2)
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title/Proposals / Observations

	R4-2212457
	Ericsson
	On issues related antenna modelling and additional information relevant for FR2 base station
Proposal 1: Adopt the extended array antenna model for FR2.
Proposal 2: Capture sub-array parameters as technical background information for NR FR2 in technical report TR 38.803.
Proposal 3: Capture interference mitigation techniques relevant for FR2 in technical report TR 38.803. 
(Related CR in R4-2212458)

	R4-2212459
	Ericsson
	Technical background related to sub-array parameters relevant for 6 to 10 GHz
Proposal 1: Adopt the extended array antenna model supporting sub-arrays for the frequency range 4990 to 7125 MHz as an alternative.
Proposal 2: Capture in TR 38.921 sub-array antenna parameter sets in Table 2-4 as additional parameter sets relevant for sub-urban and urban deployments within the frequency range 4990 to 7125 MHz.
(Related CR in R4-2212460)



Submitted CRs (Cat A CRs not listed)
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2211802
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to TR 38.817-02 on calculations of wanted and interfering signal power level from EISREFSENS_50M

	R4-2211803
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46 and n96

	R4-2211804
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46, n96 and n102

	R4-2212087
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to TS 38.104 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46 and n96

	R4-2212088
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft CR to TS 38.104 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46, n96 and n102

	R4-2212458
	Ericsson
	CR to TR 38.803: Addition of sub-array parameters for AAS BS relevant for the frequency range 24250 to 52600 MHz in subclause 5.2.3.2.4 and Annex C

	R4-2212460
	Ericsson
	CR to TR 38.921: Addition of additional BS antenna parameters in subclause 8.1

	R4-2212637
	ZTE Corporation
	draft CR to TS37.104[R15]_Correction on the CA nominal channel spacing

	R4-2213583
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	draft CR to 37.104 on narrowband blocking correction

	R4-2213586
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	draft CR to 37.141 on narrowband blocking correction

	R4-2214022
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	draft CR to TS 38.104: corrections of NB-IoT requirements for NR in-band operation, Rel-16




Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Tdoc comments collection
	T-doc number
	Comments collection

	R4-2212457
	Qualcomm: We have a couple of questions: 
1) How is the antenna gain error is calculated (figure 2.1-1)? And how is this antenna error for gNBs with subarrays? 
2) On what criteria the parameters were selected in Table 2.3-1? The following is written in the tdoc “The parameters are selected with the intension to minimize the modelled composite radiation pattern gain error.” One can conclude that a faulty selection of (some) of the parameters will lead to significant antenna error, thus causing the same problem that the extended model is claimed to address. 
3) For some of the configurations, the extended model was observed to produce higher interference in the vertical plane, thus affecting non IMT services. Although it can be used as an interference mitigation technique, having the extended model applied for all the frequency ranges requires more thorough investigation within RAN4. As a result, we can note the CR within this meeting and coordinate between the interested companies how best to go forward with this.  

	
	Nokia: Please find our comments below. Overall, we cannot agree with the proposal as it is very vendor specific.
•	The subarray configuration is completely vendor specific and is different across different product variants.  Doesn’t seem appropriate to create a 3GPP standard configuration in alignment with a single vendor product configuration.
•	The number of element rows in a subarray = 2 and resulting 1.2 λ element spacing also seems pretty vendor specific.
•	If the sub-array definition is the two element rows, the 7 dBm conducted power seems low and would also be very vendor specific
•	Does 90 – 105 vertical coverage range mean from mechanical bore-sight to 15 degrees down?

	
	Huawei(LH): We share similar view as Nokia. The configuration and parameter are very vendor specific. And it seems it would work together with interference mitigation techniques. Then every vendor will also use different combinations. 

	
	Ericsson (TE): The gain error is calculated as the difference between the gain produced by the antenna model with and without directivity normalization. With parameters defined for FR2. The directivity normalization makes the antenna gain error to reduce, but it does not fix the fact that the antenna cannot be physically built. Its always better to define parameters that produce low gain error and can be physically built. With Figure 2.1-1 we indicate some severe issues we have with currently defined single element model. In RAN4 context the gain normalization tends to shift the CDF curve in co-existence simulations. The impact on co-existence in low, but these parameters are also considered outside 3GPP where the impact is significant on co-existence towards other services. 
The parameters in Table 2.3-1 are selected to represent AAS FR2 base stations with sub-arrays deployed in networks in different regions. Of cause other parameter values may exist, but we think that proposed values pretty well describe BS deployed in different networks (similar to the common assumptions we agreed for FR1 previously). The proposed parameter for sub-arrays is selected in a manner to minimize the gain error, hence the beam widths and element gain is selected to be consistent with given physical element area as described previously for FR1 parameters.  
The parameters provided to RAN4 in this meeting was also presented to last ITU-R WP 5D meeting as additional information. The reason was that we noticed that agreed parameters in RAN4 deviates from what is actually deployed in real networks. 
We welcome other companies to provide input on sub-array configuration relevant for FR2 in the similar fashion as we did for FR1 within 1710 to 4990 MHz. 
Mechanical tilt is excluded from the vertical steering range. The vertical steering range 90-105 says that beams will not be generated above the horizon to comply with regulation in many regions. Mechanical tilt can be used to push beams towards the ground even more. 
Exact parameters values for element separation and power can of cause be discussed further.
The intension with this tdocs is to raise the issue that model parameters we have for FR2-1 have issues 
1.  Currently defined parameters for single element implementations will create a significant gain error using current model. This can be reduced by using directivity normalization. But it does not resolve the fact that the parameters describe an antenna that cannot be physically designed. 
2. The parameters does not reflect how AAS BS is designed
3. Information in RAN4 TRs tend to spread to other organizations seeing 3GPP as experts in the field. This makes it important to have correct information in TR referred externally. 


	
	NEC: We share the same view with Nokia. 
Proposal 2 is not correct. The proposal says it is to capture sub-array parameters as technical background information in TR38.803. However, CR to TR38.803 tries to add sub-array parameters as co-existence simulation assumption. It does not make sense to add new simulation assumptions which are not used in the simulation.

	
	Ericsson: Regarding proposal 2, the intention is to capture “additional” information relevant for sub-arrays. The information can be used internally in RAN4 for new SI/WI (like SBFD, ATG, etc.) where it is interesting to have more recent information during simulations. The information in RAN4 also tend to spread externally.  
Regarding the impact on co-ex sims done in RAN4, we have showed in previous contributions that the proposed sub-array parameters will have little impact on results. However, for new features and sharing towards other services the impact may be more significant. 
This topic seems to be very complex to resolve as maintenance, it will come back in other SI/WI. I hope we can have a more technical discussion there. 

	R4-2212459
	Qualcomm: We have a couple of questions: 
1) On what criteria the parameters were selected in Table 2-4? 
2) Figure 2-4 shows that for some vertical angles, one might end up with higher grater lobes compared to single element model, what are the parameters for generating this figure?
3) Similar to the FR2 paper, we also believe that the extended model is documented within a 3GPP document for sub 5GHz. More discussion on the applicability of this model needs to take place within RAN4 and how this will impact coexistence with non IMT systems. 

	
	 Nokia: Please find our comments below. Overall, we cannot agree with the proposal as it is very vendor specific.
•	The subarray configuration is completely vendor specific and is different across different product variants.  Doesn’t seem appropriate to create a 3GPP standard configuration in alignment with a single vendor product configuration.
•	The number of element rows in a subarray = 2 and resulting 1.4 λ element spacing also seems pretty vendor specific.
•	Mechanical down-tilt of 6 degreex (not 3 degrees) was used for Macro suburban for previous 6.425-7.025GHz, 7.025-7.125GHz and 10.0-10.5 GHz study in RAN4.

	
	Huawei(LH): We share similar view as Nokia. The configuration and parameter are very vendor specific. And it seems it would work together with interference mitigation techniques. Then every vendor will also use different combinations.

	
	Ericsson (TE): The parameters submitted for 6 GHz relates to information previously presented to ITU-R WP 5D as additional information to better reflect how BS with sub-arrays will perform. In TR 38.820 sub-array structures is mentioned as relevant for the frequency range 7 to 24 GHz. Since sub-arrays is also used for both FR1 and FR2, we think it is highly relevant for RAN4 to also capture information on relevant implementations using sub-arrays for 6 GHz. In ITU-R it can be concluded that impact on other services is similar as for single element model using proper mitigation techniques (captured in TR 38.921). 
In Figure 2-4 single element structures is actually used to visualise the impact of grating lobes if the element separation is too large. With sub-arrays the distance between two sub-arrays will be larger than 0.5 lambda, hence grating lobes will be generated. There are mitigation techniques to be used to control the grating lobe response. 
The mechanical tilt may vary to fit the parameters selection and considered deployment scenario. Here we propose 3 and 6 degrees since it matched pretty well co-existence with other services performance using single elements.
The intention here is to provide relevant information to RAN4 and other groups. Both ITU-R and ECC will look at 3GPP TRs to get information on relevant for BS implementations. It is of great importance that the information in TR is relevant and correct. 
RAN4 is a contribution driven organization and here we have a contribution with technical information relevant for BS operating at 6 GHz. I can’t really see why the information can not be collected in TR 38.921 as additional information as sub-array structures are already mentioned. We could say that parameters are an example on implementations using sub-arrays. 



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2212637
	 NEC: In FR1, 30 kHz SCS is defined for all BS channel bandwidth. In FR2, 120 kHz SCS is defined for all BS channel bandwidth. Is there a case no common μ exists? We do not think proposed text is needed.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2211803
R4-2211804
R4-2212087

	Ericsson: The update is made in too many places, which makes the specifications difficult to read.
R4-2212087: No need to update 6.6.3.1 in 38.104. It is already clear in the rest of 6.6.3 for which bands that each requirements applies. The CR can be put as “not pursued”.
R4-2211803: No need to update 6.6.3.1 in 38.141-1. 6.6.3.5.2 can be updated to clarify for what bands that each requirements applies. This should however be aligned with the way in 38.104.
R4-2211804: No need to update 6.6.3.1 in 38.141-2. 6.6.3.5.2 can be updated to clarify for what bands that each requirements applies. This should however be aligned with the way in 38.104.

	
	Nokia reply to Ericsson:
Updates to the general clauses are needed because currently they do not include the tables for bands n46, n96 and n102, reading the general clauses now may be interpreted in a way that the tables specified for bands except n46, n96 and n102 are also applicable to bands n46, n96 and n102. Another way to solve the ambiguity is to remove the tables specified for bands except n46, n96 and n102 in the general clause and only refer to the clauses instead of tables. We can revise the CR if this is agreeable.

	
	

	R4-2214022
	Huawei: According to TS 38.141-1 scope, it covers NR and NB-IoT operation in NR in-band Base Station (BS) Type 1-C and Type 1-H. This was the trigger to draft CR for TS 38.104/141-1. However, as commented we have realized that such correction would introduce inconsistency with some of the past agreements in AAS BS specifications, where NB-IoT is not supported by BS type 1-H. 
Therefore we suggest to mark this CR as “not pursued” and come-back next meeting with adjusted CRs. The same applies to CR in R4-2214024/25 in thread [302].
ZTE: in-band NB-IoT is not supported for AAS BS, therre we cannot include NB-IoT into BS type 1-H




Summary for 1st round 
Tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Status update recommendation  

	R4-2212457
	Discussion concluded and there is no consensus. To be noted.

	R4-2212459
	Discussion will continue for the related CR in R4-2212460. To be noted.



CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2211802
	No comments. Agreeable.

	R4-2211803
	Comments are not resolved. To be revised.

	R4-2211804
	Comments are not resolved. To be revised.

	R4-2212087
	Comments are not resolved. To be revised.

	R4-2212088
	Comments are not resolved. To be revised.

	R4-2212458
	Discussion concluded for the discussion paper and there is no consensus. To be not pursued.

	R4-2212460
	Discussion will continue. To be revised.

	R4-2212637
	Comments are not resolved. To be revised.

	R4-2213583
	No comments. Agreeable.

	R4-2213586
	No comments. Agreeable.

	R4-2214022
	Proponent will return at next meeting. To be not pursued.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2214747
R4-2214748
R4-2214752
R4-2214753
(Revisions of R4-2211803, R4-2211804, R4-2212087, R4-2212088)

	Ericsson: The CRs align with the comments made by Ericsson now. Good idea to remove the table references, since they were ambiguous.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2214530
(Revision of R4-2212460)
	Qualcomm: The discussion on R4-2212460 and R4-2212458 are quite related and given the different concerns several companies have raised during the first round on the fundamental goal of this CR and how different companies sees the CRs are favouring a given implementation, we propose to note this CR (similar to R4-2212458) and try to discuss after the meeting between the interested companies how best to address this topic, since it has been on the table for several RAN4 meetings.

	
	Ericsson (TE): RAN4 is a contribution driven activity. I have tried to meet request from all companies to change the formulations. For the parameter set table I have added the following text: “In Table 8.1.3-1, representable example parameter sets relevant for an AAS base station operating within 4990 to 7125 MHz are provided as additional information. The parameters set reflects a specific implementation using a sub-array structure, other implementation with corresponding parameter set may exist.”. In TR 38.820 we mention sub-arrays, here we give an example on a working parameter set. Other parameter sets may also exist, this will not exclude any other implementations. In ITU-R sim results have been provided to show that co-ex with other services work well. Before we have seen evidence that sub-arrays will not affect RAN4 co-ex. It is essential that 3GPP is seen an expert when it comes to parameters related to how BS and UE are modelled. In this CR we exemplify how a BS with sub-arrays can be implemented, without excluding any other parameter sets. I hope we can find a solution to get some additional information agreed this meeting. The topic have been ongoing many years now and since the work with TR 38.820 is closed we have ended up in TR 38.921. 

	
	Huawei: in our view, after long discussion, the sub-array model was included in the TS 38.803 in previous meeting, which is sufficient for current stage. For the parameters in 3GPP it is an assumption for a specific co-existence purpose. In TR 38.921 the parameters are workable for 6/10 GHz adjacent channel co-existence and also ITU-R sharing study, which was already concluded in the SI. It would not exclude any implementations. Hence we do not think it is necessary to include parameters for each implementations, and it will introduce confusion for the colleagues who are doing sharing study.

	
	

	
	Nokia: We see no urgency to agree on these vendor specific parameters for the ITU-R sharing study, and 3GPP agreement are based on majority view if not consensus, currently we do not see consensus nor majority view on agreement of the CR.

	R4-2214793
(Revision of R4-2212637)
	ZTE:@NEC

Firstly, this issue have been discussed in the past, and this original CR (R4-2008393) for TS37.104 have already been agreed but wasnot implemented in the specification with unknown reason. In addition, the R4-2008394 for  TS37.141 have already been agreed and was already implemented in the specification.

Secondly,  We think the comments of ‘In FR1, 30 kHz SCS is defined for all BS channel bandwidth. In FR2, 120 kHz SCS is defined for all BS channel bandwidth.’ are incorrect. In terms of ‘Table 5.3.5-1: BS channel bandwidths and SCS per operating band in FR1’ in TS38.104, 15kHz SCS is supported for all BS channel bandwidths.

Thirdly, since only 15kHz SCS is supported for 5MHz for lots of FR1 bands, while 15kHz SCS is not supported for >50MHz channel bandwidth. So there are no common mu exist for the some cases such as 5MHz+60MHz.  (It should noted there are no common mu for FR2 since 60kHz SCS is supported for all of the FR2 channel bandwidths so far.)

Last, this issue is not only for MSR, but also for NR BS and NR UE, and this texts have already existed in TS38.101-4, TS38.101-1 and TS37.141-1 specs from Rel-15. So the texts are needed.

	
	NEC: To ZTE. Thanks for clarification. 
We do not agree it is not correct that ‘In FR1, 30 kHz SCS is defined for all BS channel bandwidth. In FR2, 120 kHz SCS is defined for all BS channel bandwidth.’ we were referring table 5.3.2-1/-2 in TS 38.104. However, we now understand such SCS/channel bandwidth are not defined for all operating bands and there are cases where there are no common  values. We are now ok to approve R4-2212637.

	
	



Summary for 2nd round 
CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2214747
	Agreeable.

	R4-2214748
	Agreeable.

	R4-2214752
	Agreeable.

	R4-2214753
	Agreeable.

	R4-2212460
	Revised version was never uploaded. To be changed to noted.

	R4-2214530
	Withdrawn.

	R4-2214793
	Agreeable.
Cat A CRs in R4-2214207 and R4-2214208 are also agreeable.



Topic #2: Rel-17 DL 1024QAM BS/UE RF maintenance (5.2.2.1)
Companies’ contributions summary
Submitted CRs
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2212867
	Ericsson
	CR to TS 38.141-2: Introduction of 1024 QAM in FR1



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

	R4-2212867
	Nokia: Typo 'if if' in clause 6.4.3.4.2; no need to change 2-O procedure in clause 6.6.3.4.2.

	
	NEC: 
NOTE in the declaration table: If a BS is capable of 256QAM but is not capable of 1024QAM, rated output power declaration for 256QAM cannot be made in FR1. 
6.4.3.4.2: Need to revise the procedure.
5): For BS type 1-O, both 2nd and 3rd bullets apply if 1024QAM is not supported without back off but 256QAM is supported without back off. TM3.1a shall be chosen in this case but TM3.1 is allowed with the proposed text..
6.6.3.4.2: Need to revise the procedure. Many issues are observed.
5): Base text looks wrong or change history has errors. Should be reviewed after the base text is corrected.
For BS type 2-O, FR1 TM shall not be applicable
ZTE: 1024QAM is not applicable for FR2, please remove it. In addition, please don’t have change mark over change mark, it’s better to have clear version for final submission based our experience.

	
	




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

	R4-2212867
	Several comments. To be revised.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2214538
(Revision of R4-2212867)

	Ericsson: Summary of updates for the new draft:
1.	Declaration table currently has the following updates with NOTE 14 being updated to align with NOTE 1 from declaration table in TS 38.141-1:
NOTE 14:  If a BS is capable of 1024QAM DL operation then up to three rated output power declarations may be made. One declaration is applicable when configured for 1024QAM transmissions, a different declaration is applicable when configured 256QAM transmissions and the other declaration is applicable when configured neither for 256QAM nor 1024QAM transmissions.
                Additionally to align with NOTE 7 from TS 38.141.-1 an additional note has been added:
NOTE 15: If a BS is capable of 256QAM DL operation but not capable of 1024QAM DL operation then up to two rated output power declarations may be made. One declaration is applicable when configured for 256QAM transmissions, and the other declaration is applicable when not configured for 256QAM transmissions
2.	Output power dynamics (clause 6.4.3.4.2) is further updated to adopt to current TS 38.141-1 h60 version.

	
	Nokia: You’d need to update the note references in the table as you are inserting one note and renumber the others

	
	Ericsson: I have now updated the table, rather than renumbering others.  And updated the table to include reference to NOTE 20.



Summary for 2nd round 
CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2214538
	Agreeable



Topic #3: Rel-17 TEI (BS RF only) (5.2.4.5)
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Title

	R4-2212311
	CMCC
	Home gNB RF requirements



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Tdoc comments collection
	T-doc number
	Comments collection

	R4-2212311
	CMCC: according to RAN plenary’s discussion, the common understanding is we could define home BS under TEI. 
RF requirements for LTE home class are derived based on CSG feature. But for NR, it’s better not to combine CSG/CAG feature with BS class. We define RF requirement without CSG/CAG assumption and we just regard home BS as one type of LA with lower output power. if so, as discussed in this tdoc, all the RF requirements for LA also applies for home BS station and we don’t need to explicitly define home BS class. The detailed CR to capture home BS into spec 104 is shown in annex of this tdoc and copied as below:
-	Local Area Base Stations are characterised by requirements derived from Pico Cell scenarios with a BS to UE minimum coupling loss equal to 45 dB or from Femto Cell scenarios with less power compared with the limit in Table 6.2.1-1.
All the RF requirements for LA BS apply for both Pico Cell scenarios and Femto Cell scenarios.

	
	Qualcomm: what is the need to mention Femto cell scenarios? The text in 38.104 as it is does not preclude the deployment of LAs with lower power, since the table 6.2.1-1 provides a limit on the maximum output power. Also, how does 38.104 defines or deals with Femto/ Pico cell scenarios? Only LA classes are the scope and anything with similar or lower power would fall under the LA umbrella, so it is not clear why we need to specify “Pico cell and Femto cell scenarios”.  

	
	ZTE: it’s okay for us to follow LA requirement for home  gNB




Summary for 1st round 

Tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Tdoc Status update recommendation  

	R4-2212311
	Discussion not concluded. To be revised.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Note: Comments on drafts can also be submitted on the e-mail thread [104-e][301] BSRF_Maintenance, and may later be collected below by the moderator.
Tdoc comments collection
	Tdoc number
	Comments collection

	R4-2214768
(Revision of R4-2212311)

	Company: XXX
CMCC: respond to Qualcomm in 1st round.
BS class is characterised from requirement derived from different deployment scenario. LA is derived from Pico cell and home class is derived from femto cell. So emphasize femto cell is just used to describe the deployment scenario for home class, just like what we have done for WA, MR, LA. Since the purpose is to add home BS into the spec, we need such femto cell description.
Because there is no lower bound for any BS class in current spec, so it seems LA also cover the BS with lower output power compared with defined rated power limit. But such output power is based on declaration. In fact, the output power declared for LA will not be so low that even less than home class rated power limit.

	
	

	
	



Summary for 2nd round 
In the GTW session (GTW_24) it was agreed to regard home class as one type of LA with some note in the spec to emphasize all LA requirements are still applicable for BS with lower power declared by manufacturers. Further discuss the text proposal to specification in future RAN4 meetings.  
The input contribution can be noted.
Tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Tdoc Status update recommendation  

	R4-2212311
	Revised version was never uploaded. To be changed to noted.

	R4-2214768
	Withdrawn.



Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
No new Tdocs.
Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2211802
	
	Draft CR to TR 38.817-02 on calculations of wanted and interfering signal power level from EISREFSENS_50M
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2211803
	
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46 and n96
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	

	R4-2211804
	
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46, n96 and n102
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	

	R4-2212087
	
	Draft CR to TS 38.104 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46 and n96
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	

	R4-2212088
	
	Draft CR to TS 38.104 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46, n96 and n102
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	

	R4-2214022
	
	draft CR to TS 38.104: corrections of NB-IoT requirements for NR in-band operation, Rel-16
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not pursued
	

	R4-2214023
	
	draft CR to TS 38.104: corrections of NB-IoT requirements for NR in-band operation, Rel-17
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Withdrawn
	

	R4-2212457
	
	On issues related antenna modelling and additional information relevant for FR2 base station
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2212458
	
	CR to TR 38.803: Addition of sub-array parameters for AAS BS relevant for the frequency range 24250 to 52600 MHz in subclause 5.2.3.2.4 and Annex C
	Ericsson
	Not pursued
	

	R4-2212459
	
	Technical background related to sub-array parameters relevant for 6 to 10 GHz
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2212460
	
	CR to TR 38.921: Addition of additional BS antenna parameters in subclause 8.1
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2212637
	
	draft CR to TS37.104[R15]_Correction on the CA nominal channel spacing
	ZTE Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2213583
	
	draft CR to 37.104 on narrowband blocking correction
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable.
	

	R4-2213584
	
	draft CR to 37.104 on narrowband blocking correction
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable.
	

	R4-2213585
	
	draft CR to 37.104 on narrowband blocking correction
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable.
	

	R4-2213586
	
	draft CR to 37.141 on narrowband blocking correction
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable.
	

	R4-2213587
	
	draft CR to 37.141 on narrowband blocking correction
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable.
	

	R4-2213588
	
	draft CR to 37.141 on narrowband blocking correction
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable.
	

	R4-2212867
	
	CR to TS 38.141-2: Introduction of 1024 QAM in FR1
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2212311
	
	Home gNB RF requirements
	CMCC
	Revised
	



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

	R4-2211803
	R4-2214747
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46 and n96
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2211804
	R4-2214748
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46, n96 and n102
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212087
	R4-2214752
	Draft CR to TS 38.104 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46 and n96
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212088
	R4-2214753
	Draft CR to TS 38.104 on clarifications of ACLR/CACLR requirements for band n46, n96 and n102
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212460
	R4-2214530
	CR to TR 38.921: Addition of additional BS antenna parameters in subclause 8.1
	Ericsson
	Withdrawn
	R4-2212460 should be changed to Not pursued.

	R4-2212637
	R4-2214793
	draft CR to TS37.104[R15]_Correction on the CA nominal channel spacing
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2214207
	
	draft CR to TS37.104[R16]_Correction on the CA nominal channel spacing
	ZTE
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2214208
	
	draft CR to TS37.104[R17]_Correction on the CA nominal channel spacing
	ZTE
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212867
	R4-2214538
	CR to TS 38.141-2: Introduction of 1024 QAM in FR1
	Ericsson
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212311
	R4-2214768
	Home gNB RF requirements
	CMCC
	Withdrawn
	R4-2212311 should be changed to 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
