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The documents in agenda items 4.10.1 and 4.10.2 mainly contains CRs to correct test configuration or test cases. There are following 2 main topics and sub-topics under each main topic:
· Topic #1: Correction to RRM test configuration 
· Issue 1-1: correction to PDSCH RMC
· Issue 1-2: correction to LTE serving cell configuration
· Topic #2: Accuracies for carrier aggregation (CA) 
· Issue 2-1: accuracies for CA for missing cases
· Topic #3: Correction to RRM tests
· RRM test case CRs
· Issue 3-1: Updates to FR2 PRACH test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests
· Issue 3-2: Updates to FR2 RLM test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests
· Issue 3-3: Define UE beam assumption in test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests
Topic #1: Correction to RRM test configuration
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003495

	MediaTek inc.
	Cat-F CR. PDSCH RMC is updated. For PDSCH with RMSI the information payload size and channel bits per RMSI slot of 1608 bits and 5184 bits respectively are defined.

	R4-2004239

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat-F CR. Correction to parameter and terminologies in E-UTRAN Serving Cell Parameters configuration used in RRM tests



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1
Issue 1-1: Correction to PDSCH RMC
· Proposals
· PDSCH RMC is updated. For PDSCH with RMSI the information payload size and channel bits per RMSI slot of 1608 bits and 5184 bits respectively are defined.
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies view on the CR in R4-2003495

Sub-topic 1-2
Issue 1-2: Correction to E-UTRAN Serving Cell Parameters configuration
· Proposals
· Configuration made more general: changed PCell to serving cell and channel number not defined  
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies view on the CR in R4-2004239
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	
	


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003495

	Nokia: OK

	
	

	
	

	R4-2004239

	Ericsson : Generally agree with the CR, however for the E-UTRA channel number since this is going to be specified in the individual test cases, we think it is better just to update the CR to delete this whole row from the common parameters table, rather than adding a line saying “Depending on specific test cases”.

	
	MTK: OK

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: we are fine with Ericsson suggestion and will revise accordingly.

	
	Nokia: OK. One minor error, on the change #3, "Pcell" is deleted without change tracking.



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

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



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





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

	R4-2003495
	Endorsed

	R4-2004239
	Revise. Revise CR to include comments from 1st round.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #2: Accuracies for CA
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	
R4-2004285

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Inter-frequency relative measurement accuracy requirements apply to the following cases as well:
· measurement of SpCell compared with the measurement of SCell
· measurement of SCell compared with the other SCells



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1
Issue 2-1: CA accuracies
· Proposals
· Inter-frequency relative measurement accuracy requirements apply to the following cases as well:
· measurement of SpCell compared with the measurement of SCell
· measurement of SCell compared with the other SCells
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies view on the CR in R4-2004285
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	
	


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	
R4-2004285

	Ericsson: Proposals to compare SPCell and other SCells with Scell are OK

	
	MTK: The definition of relative measurement accuracy already has a clear definition in the corresponding clause, e.g., 
	10.1.4.1.2    Relative Accuracy of SS-RSRP in FR1
The relative accuracy of SS-RSRP in inter frequency case is defined as the RSRP measured from one cell on a frequency in FR1compared to the RSRP measured from another cell on a different frequency in FR1.


This applicability rule in 10.1.4.1.2 (without mentioning serving cell or non-serving cell) seems to be more general than the change in 4285. Our suggestion is to change the last applicability rule instead of adding 2 more rules, e.g.,
	-    inter-frequency requirements apply for non-serving cell measurements on NR carrier frequencies or for measurements from one cell on a frequency compared to the measurement from another cell on a different frequency.




	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: To MTK comments, we understand the suggested way of changing is more generic but is technically same as our proposed change in the CR. We think the original changes in the CR is more explicit, so it may be more clear to the people who read the spec. Currently we prefer to keep the original way of changing, but if there are strong views from other companies, we are also fine to revise following the way suggested by MTK.  



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

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



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





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

	R4-2004285

	Revise. Revise CR to include comments from 1st round.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #3: Correction to RRM tests
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003112

	Ericsson
	Cat F CR. Correction to applicable gap patterns in inter-frequency tests

	R4-2003218

	Rohde & Schwarz
	Cat F CR. Defining missing AoA setup or correcting AoA setup in different EN-DC test cases.

	R4-2003219

	Rohde & Schwarz
	Cat F CR. Defining missing AoA setup or correcting AoA setup in different standalone test cases.

	R4-2003614

	MediaTek inc.
	Cat F CR. Defining that RACH test case is only applicable if UE is capable of csi-RSRP-AndRSRQ-MeasWithSSB or csi-RSRP-AndRSRQ-MeasWithoutSSB

	R4-2004240

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Correction to gap offset and defining different SSB configurations in serving and neighbour cells in inter-frequency test cases.

	R4-2004241

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Correction to RF channel number and test requirements on interruption length

	R4-2004242

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Correction to signal levels in cell specific parameters. 

	R4-2004243

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Correction to RF channel number, signal levels and test requirements on interruption length

		
R4-2004276

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Correction to RRC procedure delay

	R4-2004278

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Defining PRACH configuration

	R4-2004279

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Defining SSB configurations in EN-DC tests

	R4-2004280

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Cat F CR. Defining SSB configurations in SA tests

	R4-2004338

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Cat F CR. Removal of the test requirements related to preamble power accuracy since the AoA setup 2a is unchanged i.e. not changed to setup 1.

	R4-2004339

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Cat F CR. Time when CSI-RS measurement is triggered by DCI command in the tests is increased. 

	R4-2004340

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Cat F CR. 
· Updating test requirements for L1-RSRP measurement accuracy to account for the UE gain range, in the same way as in R4-2000170.
· Updating the BWP to DLBWP.1.1 with 66 RB.

	R4-2004341

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Cat F CR. 
· Updating test requirements for L1-RSRP measurement accuracy to account for the UE gain range, in the same way as in R4-2000170.
· Updating the BWP to DLBWP.1.1 with 66 RB.

	R4-2004858

	ANRITSU LTD
	Proposals for FR2 PRACH Test cases:
· Proposal 1: Determine and signal rsrp-ThresholdSSB after downlink “RRSP-based calibration”
· Proposal 2: Determine and signal ss-PBCH-BlockPower after uplink “PRACH-based calibration” 
· Proposal 3: For subtests that use power ramping steps, allow Rx Beam peak direction and reduce the number of power ramping steps
· Proposal 4: For subtests that do not use power ramping steps, use Spherical coverage directions
Assumptions for FR2 PRACH Test cases:
· Assumption 1: The Absolute power tolerance requirement in TS 38.101-2 clause 6.3.4.2 is based on higher layer filtered RSRP taken as SSB_RP applied to the UE at the Reference point
· Assumption 2: The Absolute power tolerance requirement in TS 38.101-2 clause 6.3.4.2 can also be applied in Spherical coverage directions

	R4-2004860/
R4-2004861

	ANRITSU LTD
	Proposal (R4-2004860):
For RAN5 to implement RLM Test cases A.7.5.1.1 and A.7.5.1.2 as intended, the method of achieving the intended SNR values, and the context of “inter-freq”, needs to be specified more clearly in the test cases.
RAN4 is therefore requested to endorse Proposal 1 and Proposal 2 below:
· Proposal 1: RLM Test cases that require Time multiplexed downlink transmissions from each AoA to provide the intended SNR values include a diagram showing the time multiplexing
· Proposal 2: For RLM Test cases that specify inter-frequency measurements with 1 cell, the Test Purpose and Environment description should be updated to explain the context   
· Observation 1: Test case A.7.5.1.1 seems to have contradictory information about the number of Tx. RAN4 views of the number of Tx, and whether both AoAs need 2 Tx, would be appreciated.
· Observation 2: Test cases A.7.5.1.1 and A.7.5.1.2 do not specify whether the transmissions from each angle of arrival should be independently faded. RAN4 views on whether each AoA transmission should be independently faded, would be appreciated.
Cat F CR in R4-2004861 based on Proposal 1 and Proposal 2 with following main changes/additions:
a) Add a diagram to each test case showing how the downlink transmissions are time multiplexed, including AWGN.
b) Update the Test Purpose and Environment description to explain the context of UE inter-freq measurements when there is one NR cell.
c) Align the OTA related cell specific test parameter tables in SA test cases A.7.5.1.1 and A.7.5.1.2 to the corresponding tables in NSA test cases A.5.5.1.1 and A.5.5.1.2.
d) Minor editorial corrections

	R4-2004862/
R4-2004863

	ANRITSU LTD
	Proposal (R4-2004862):
For RAN5 to complete and implement RRM test cases, the assumption for UE beams needs to be included on a per-test-case basis in TS 38.133 [1] Annex A. Note that this does not constrain the UE to a specific implementation, provided the relevant core requirements and side conditions are met.
An example of how to add the information to a test case in TS 38.133 Annex A is given below: 
Table A.7.7.1.1.2-3: SS-RSRP Intra frequency OTA related test parameters
	Parameter
	Unit
	T1
	T2

	
	
	Cell 1
	Cell 2
	Cell 1
	Cell 2

	Angle of arrival configuration
	
	According to clause A.3.15.1
	According to clause A.3.15.1

	Assumption for UE beamsNote 7
	
	Rough

	Note1
	dBm/15kHzNote4
	-91.6
	N/A

	Note1
	dBm/SCSNote4
	-82.6
	 N/A

	
	dB
	6.0
	1.0
	N/A
	N/A

	<< rows skipped >>

	Note 1:	Where used, interference from other cells and noise sources not specified in the test is assumed to be constant over subcarriers and time and shall be modelled as AWGN of appropriate power for  to be fulfilled.
Note 2:	SSB_RP, Es/Iot and Io levels have been derived from other parameters for information purposes. They are not settable parameters themselves.
Note 3:	Void
Note 4:	Equivalent power received by an antenna with 0 dBi gain at the centre of the quiet zone
Note 5:	Void
Note 6:	Calculation of Es/IotBB includes the effect of UE internal noise up to the value assumed for the associated Refsens requirement in clause 7.3.2 of TS 36.101-2 [19], and an allowance of 2dB for UE multi-band relaxation factor ∑MBP from TS 38.101-2 [19] Table 6.2.1.3-4.
Note 7:	Information about types of UE beam is given in B.2.1.3



Cat F CR in R4-2004863 based on Proposal 1 and Proposal 2 with following main changes/additions:
Add the assumption about the type of beam used by the UE in RRM test cases, following Table 1 in R4-1901179.



Open issues summary
Companies are requested to provide comments on the test case CRs in the table in section 3.3.2.
Sub-topic 3-1
Issue 3-1: Updates to FR2 PRACH test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004858)
· Proposals and Assumptions
· Proposal 1: Determine and signal rsrp-ThresholdSSB after downlink “RRSP-based calibration”
· Proposal 2: Determine and signal ss-PBCH-BlockPower after uplink “PRACH-based calibration” 
· Proposal 3: For subtests that use power ramping steps, allow Rx Beam peak direction and reduce the number of power ramping steps
· Proposal 4: For subtests that do not use power ramping steps, use Spherical coverage directions
· Assumption 1: The Absolute power tolerance requirement in TS 38.101-2 clause 6.3.4.2 is based on higher layer filtered RSRP taken as SSB_RP applied to the UE at the Reference point
· Assumption 2: The Absolute power tolerance requirement in TS 38.101-2 clause 6.3.4.2 can also be applied in Spherical coverage directions 
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ feedback on the above proposals and Assumptions
Sub-topic 3-2
Issue 3-2: Updates to FR2 RLM test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004860)
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: RLM Test cases that require Time multiplexed downlink transmissions from each AoA to provide the intended SNR values include a diagram showing the time multiplexing
· Proposal 2: For RLM Test cases that specify inter-frequency measurements with 1 cell, the Test Purpose and Environment description should be updated to explain the context   
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ feedback on the above proposals

Sub-topic 3-3
Issue 3-3: Define UE beam assumption in test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004862)
· Proposals
· For RAN5 to complete FR2 RRM tests, specify assumption about the type of beam used by the UE in RRM test cases, following Table 1 in R4-1901179. 
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ feedback on the above proposals
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	MTK
	Issue 3-2: Updates to FR2 RLM test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004860)
Comment on Proposal 1: It is OK to have an illustrating figure for TDM transmission of 2 AoAs. But the figure from Ericsson R4-1907389 was intended for general discussion. However, in RLM test cases, dedicated PDSCH will not be transmitted to UE. Therefore we suggest to also replace the PDSCH/PDCCH by OCNG in the figure 
Comment on Observation 1: If we remember it correct, ‘2x2 Low’ is the assumption RAN4 used to derive the SINR threshold via simulation rather than the indication on how the test should be configured. Regarding nrofPorts for CSI-RS, it should be 1.
Comment on Observation 2: The fading should be independent for 2 AoAs. 
Issue 3-3: Define UE beam assumption in test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004862)
The assumption of fine and rough beam is only used to derive the Noc level in each test cases. It should not limit UE’s implementation. Furthermore, RAN4 only discussed PC3. It is not clear at this moment whether other power class will follow the same assumption or not, e.g., PC1 may only have fine beam implementation. In our view, the detail calculation provided in Appendix B is already sufficient. Our suggestion is to further clarify this is for PC3 only and it does not limit UE implementation, e.g., 
	Note 4: Information about types of UE beam is given in B.2.1.3. It is for PC3 UE only and does not limit UE implementation 




	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Issue 3-1: Updates to FR2 PRACH test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004858)
Proposal 1&2: we need more time to check because this leads to a quite big change to the test procedure by introducing a calibration step within the test. 
Proposal 3&4: this depends on if power accuracy can be tested with applicable requirements in spherical coverage directions.
Assumption 1: We have a different view. The RSRP used for power control should be the one measured at the reference point defined in 38.215, i.e. with Rx beam gain. UE is not aware of the SSB_RP applied to the antenna. 
Assumption 2: We have a different view. 38.101-2 is core spec instead of a test spec, so the current wording means that the requirements only applies to the peak direction. In any case, we should not test the RF requirements in spherical coverage in RRM test cases when the RF core spec states it is only verified in peak. 
Issue 3-2: Updates to FR2 RLM test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004860)
Proposal 1: This is fine for us.
Proposal 2: OK.
Observation 1: We understand the antenna configuration 2x2Low should be removed as in other FR2 test cases, and CSI-RS for CSI reporting should be 1-port.
Observation 2: We understand the fading should be independent.
Issue 3-3: Define UE beam assumption in test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004862)
We have similar view as MTK.

	Anritsu
	Issue 3-1: Updates to FR2 PRACH test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004858)
Thanks for comments, we understand that proposal 1&2 are quite big changes and may need more time to check. We do believe they are necessary however and want to start discussion. We would welcome comments after further review by interested companies.
Proposal 3&4: Agree that these depend on whether power accuracy can be tested with applicable requirements in spherical coverage directions, which is related to Assumption 2. In our understanding the UE estimates DL path loss to calculate UL power, so may compensate for the lower gain in Spherical coverage directions.
Regarding Assumption 1, if the range of UE gain G, -10dB to +20dB (between the 38.101-2 requirement reference point and the reference point defined in 38.215) was included separately, it is not clear how the UE could meet the +/-14dB UL power requirement. In our understanding the UE is in effect aware of the SSB_RP applied to the antenna, because it calculates path loss from the received SS-RSRP and the signalled referenceSignalPower (ss-PBCH-BlockPower). We welcome further discussion to reach a common understanding. 
Regarding Assumption 2, we are open to discussion about whether the PRACH test should be done in peak direction, spherical coverage direction or some subtests in each. If RAN4 agrees that the RF core spec states only applies in peak direction, we are OK to test only in peak. We need to resolve the current misalignment. 
Issue 3-2: Updates to FR2 RLM test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004860)
Proposal 1: Thanks Mediatek, Anritsu will check.
Proposal 2: seems OK.
Observation 1: Thanks Mediatek and Huawei for the comments, we will think how to update the CR.
Observation 2: Thanks Mediatek and Huawei for the comments, we understand the fading should be independent.
Issue 3-3: Define UE beam assumption in test cases for RAN5 to implement these tests (R4-2004862)
Thanks Mediatek and Huawei for the comments, and we are OK to update the note. But regarding the  types of UE beam, they apply to at least Power classes 2 and 3, as the “Y” and “Z” values are defined in 38 133 Tables B.2.1.3.1-1 and B.2.1.3.2-1. We accept that PC1 may only have fine beam implementation, then 0dB could be entered for “Y” and “Z” values in Tables B.2.1.3.1-1 and B.2.1.3.2-1. Our suggestion would be to update the note to say “Note 4: Information about types of UE beam is given in B.2.1.3, and does not limit UE implementation”. 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003112

	Anritsu:
a) Table A.7.6.2.1.1-1 and others refer to FR1, should be FR2 in our understanding
b) Editorial: Renumber Table A.7.6.2.1.1-1 to A.7.6.2.1.1-2.

	
	R&S:
Setup information added in this CR need to be removed since it is covered by R&S R4-2003219 (or its revision)

	
	

	R4-2003218

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2003219

	Anritsu:
Support these changes. Are test cases A.7.6.2.2 , A.7.6.2.4,  A.7.6.2.6, A.7.6.2.8 missing from the CR as they seem to need similar changes?

	
	R&S:
- Yes, A.7.6.2.2 , A.7.6.2.4,  A.7.6.2.6, A.7.6.2.8 should also be modified, they were unfortunately overseen. Also I found a typo (AoA1 instead of AoA2) in Table A.7.5.1.9.1-3.
- As such I request to revise the CR and need a revision number.

	
	

	R4-2003614

	MTK: 
This CR is to clarify the test case applicability. The CSI-RS based RA selects CSI-RS for Mobility, which is optional, and not all UE can support it according to UE capability.
Comment to Qualcomm: We see some similar applicability in other sections like A.4.6.2.1.1
	In test 1 measurement gap pattern configuration # 0 as defined in Table A.4.6.2.1.1-2 is provided for a UE that does not support per-FR gap and in test 2 measurement gap pattern configuration #4 as defined in Table A.4.6.2.1.1-2 is provided for UE that support per-FR gap. If a UE supports per-FR gap and gap pattern configuration #4, it is only required to pass test 2. Otherwise it is only required to pass test 1.


and A.7.5.1.9.1
	The purpose is to verify that the NR UE correctly follows the RLM scheduling restrictions requirements defined in clause 8.1.7. This test verifies that the UE correctly receive the PDCCH scheduled on the symbols right before the RLM SSB symbols without overlap so that it sends ACK/NACK correctly. The test case is only applicable to UE which supports pdcch-MonitoringAnyOccasions or pdcch-MonitoringAnyOccasionsWithSpanGap.


We would like to know which rule we should follow here.

	
	Qualcomm: we don’t support this CR. Applicability will be clarified in RAN5; it does not need to be in RAN4.

	
	

	R4-2004240

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2004241

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2004242

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2004243

	

	
	

	
	

		
R4-2004276

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2004278

	Nokia: OK with the change. We would suggest to update the parameter name to “PRACH configuration” instead of “PRACH configuration index”.

	
	RS:
Same comment as Nokia.

	
	

	R4-2004279

	Anritsu:
In our understanding FR2 Test case A.5.4.3.1 should have SSB.3 FR2 (only 1 SSB index in this test case, not 2)

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: we are fine with Anritsu comment, and can revise accordingly.

	
	R&S:
Same comment as Anritsu, kindly accepted by Huawei.

	R4-2004280

	Anritsu:
In our understanding FR2 Test case A.7.4.3.1 should have SSB.3 FR2 (only 1 SSB index in this test case, not 2)

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: we are fine with Anritsu comment, and can revise accordingly.

	
	R&S:
Same comment as Anritsu, kindly accepted by Huawei.

	R4-2004338

	Anritsu:
We are concerned about the reduction in test coverage that would result from the proposed changes. We do agree that there are issues with FR2 PRACH test cases, and would be interested to receive comment on Anritsu R4-2004858 which covers some related and overlapping issues.

	
	Qualcomm: We have the same concern here and cannot support this CR now.

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: we can further discuss, but as we commented, we understand the requirements only applies to the peak direction. In any case, we should not test the RF requirements in spherical coverage in RRM test cases when the RF core spec states it is only verified in peak.

	R4-2004339

	Anritsu:
There is a statement in the Test requirements “The reported L1-RSRP value shall include the Rx antenna gain in the range of [-10 ~ +20] dB”. Could Huawei clarify if these test cases are only intended to measure delay, or whether they are intended to measure accuracy as well, similar to R4-2004340, 04341?

	
	Ericsson : How is 1600ms derived from 480ms? If P=3 is applied, should it be 1440ms?

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: 
To Anritsu, we understand the accuracy should also be clearly defined, so we can update the test requirements similar as in 4340/4341.
To Ericsson, yes it should be 1440ms, we applied the Ceiling function to wrong parameters. We can revise with the correct value.

	
	Nokia: same question as Ericsson and answered by Huawei. Another one is the wrong table index. In section A.5.6.3.4.2, Table A.5.6.3.3.2-1 & -2 need update to A.5.6.3.4.2-1 & 2. Similar in A.7.6.3.4.2. Could Huawei consider to correct the table index in the revised version? 

	R4-2004340

	Ericsson : In Table A.5.7.4.2.3-1, second CSI-RS0 should be CSI-RS1?

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: To Ericsson, yes this is typo, we can revise to correct it.

	
	

	R4-2004341

	Ericsson : Same comment as 4340

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: To Ericsson, yes this is typo, we can revise to correct it.

	
	

	R4-2004861

	MTK: same comments as those in Issue 3-2

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: would it be better to have the figure in the common section A.3, instead of copying the same in every test case with 2-AoA?

	
	R&S:
- In general we support the illustrative clarification on time multiplexing.
- This CR is conflicting with R&S R4-2003219 w.r.t chapter A.7 since both changing same tables. 
- Also assuming that the TDD multiplexing is agreed, the square brackets can be removed from Noc powers in chapter A.5. 

	
	Anritsu: Thanks all for comments.
To Mediatek, we will check the diagram and may need to update.
To Huawei, we did consider whether to use a common figure, but we think the time-multiplexing of physical channels from each AoA needs to be considered on a per test case basis, to ensure the intended baseband SNR is achieved.
To R&S, agree that we need to resolve conflict with R4-2003219. We did not remove the [ ] from Noc powers as this is a separate technical issue, but we can do if no company objects.

	R4-2004863

	Ericsson : We understand the need for RAN5, and the wording of the updates in the CR is OK for us. However, we have a concern if FR2 testcases are updated a few at a time then it will lead to a very large number of CRs in RAN4 which need to be checked against agreed assumptions. So our preference would be that all FR2 tests are updated in a single CR to add beamforming assumption (or one CR for SA and one CR for EN-DC but anywyay not one CR per test or small groups of tetss at a time).

	
	MTK: same comments as those in Issue 3-3

	
	Huawei, HiSilicon: same comment as MTK.

	
	R&S: 
- In general we support providing more clarification on what is the beam type assumption for the definition of the requirement, which helps understand the Setup / Power selection. 
- We think this information shall be given consistently below the Setup information, and R&S is changing this consistently in R4-2003219, so there might be some merge need.
- Also we need to clarify and emphasize (Note in the table or similar), that the beam type assumption does not force any UE and TE implementation, i.e. in case of TE, the TE will just implement the TC with the defined Setup, but needs not to ensure what kind of beam the UE is using.

	
	Anritsu:
Thanks all for comments.
To Ericsson, we understand the need to avoid a large number of CRs, and will make a proposal on how to update relevant test cases in sections, probably at RAN4#95 and RAN4#96.
To Mediatek, please see comments under Issue 3-3. We propose to update the note text to “Note x: Information about types of UE beam is given in B.2.1.3, and does not limit UE implementation”
To R&S, would R&S be OK with the updated note? It does not force any TE implementation.



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 

	Issue 3-3
	Tentative agreements: 
RRM FR2 test cases are to be updated in few big CRs containing large number of tests. The updates include:
· Adding a note in each RRM test e.g.
· Note x: Information about types of UE beam is given in B.2.1.3 and does not limit UE implementation.
· Define UE fine/rough beam assumption in each RRM test case. 
· Suggest plan for CRs in current and future meetings
Anritsu to lead the work.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Collect comments on the above tentative agreements.



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	WF on fine/rough beam assumption in RRM test cases
	Anritsu




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

	R4-2003112

	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2003218

	Endorsed

	R4-2003219

	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2003614

	Return to. Further discuss in 2nd round.

	R4-2004240
	Endorsed

	R4-2004241
	Endorsed

	R4-2004242
	Endorsed

	R4-2004243
	Endorsed

	R4-2004276

	Endorsed

	R4-2004278
	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2004279
	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2004280
	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2004338
	Return to. Further discuss in 2nd round.

	R4-2004339
	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2004340
	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2004341

	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2004861
	Revise; include comments from 1st round.

	R4-2004863
	Revise; include comments from 1st round.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
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