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Document for:	Information
Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA
Topic #1: Introducing NE-DC combinations to specs
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006495
	Nokia
	Proposal 1: 	Adopt option 2 for both options in the WF - R4-2005194.
Proposal 2: 	Rename EN-DC baskets to DC baskets in Rel-17 draft WIDs.

	R4-2006658
	ZTE
	Proposal 1: If a band combination with both EN-DC and NE-DC configurations are requested in an basket WI extended from an existing Rel-16 basket WI, but not specified in Rel-16, then complete both EN-DC and NE-DC configurations at the same time (Option 2).
Proposal 2: If a band combination with both EN-DC and NE-DC configurations are requested in a basket WI created in Rel-17, then complete both EN-DC and NE-DC configurations at the same time (Option 2).



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description:
There are two open issues left on how to introduce NE-DC band combinations into Rel-17 specs after discussions in RAN4#94bis-e.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: For a band combination for both EN-DC and NE-DC requested, but the EN-DC configuration not completed in Rel-16, how to complete and introduce the band combination in Rel-17?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Complete EN-DC first (one TP) and then NE-DC to spec with one draft CR without TP
· Option 2: Complete EN-DC and NE-DC at the same time (one TP)
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?

Issue 1-2: For a new band combination for both EN-DC and NE-DC requested, how to complete and introduce the band combination in Rel-17?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Complete EN-DC first (one TP) and then NE-DC to spec with one draft CR without TP
· Option 2: Complete EN-DC and NE-DC at the same time (one TP)
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?

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

	XXXZTE
	Sub topic 1-1: Option 2
Sub topic 1-2:Option 2
Others:

	Nokia
	Issue 1-1: Option 2
Issue 1-2: Option 2

	Samsung
	Issue 1-1: Option 2
Issue 1-2: Option 2

	CHTTL
	Issue 1-1, 1-2: Option 2 can reduce the document number, but our unstanding is we still can not prevent someone to go with option 1. For example, when EN-DC and NE-DC are requested by different companies.

	Huawei
	If NE-DC combination is proposed together with EN-DC rather than by default to support NE-DC for a proposed EN-DC combination, we are ok with option 2. Otherwise, we cannot accept option 2 for Issue 1-1 and Issue 1-2.


 
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

	XXX
	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#1
	Tentative agreements:
· Clarifications (To address concerns from CHTTL and Huawei):
· For a band pair, its EN-DC and NE-DC configuration is requested independently. Requesting one configuration does not mean the other configuration is also requested.
· We are discussing the option for the case where both EN-DC and NE-DC configurations are already requested, no matter from the same company or not, but corresponding works are not completed.
· With the above clarifications, 
Candidate options:
Option 2 for Issue 1-1 and 1-2.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Minutes the agreements above in Chairman notes. No WF is needed.

	
	



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  

	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)

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: Corrections to TS 38.101-3 on power class and MSD test point tables
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006649
	T-Mobile USA
	

	R4-2006650
	T-Mobile USA
	

	R4-2007005
	ZTE Corporation
	

	R4-2007006
	ZTE Corporation
	



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description:
Several instances of Ppowerclass are missing “,E-UTRA” or “,NR”, and there are also some incorrect references.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: Should PPowerClass and ΔPPowerClass for E-UTRA and NR be differentiated in the configured maximum output power calculations for EN-DC under the corresponding contexts?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description:
Some potential inconsistencies and redundancies are identified for MSD test point for EN-DC(three band) table, in particular, for the contents on IMD order description.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: Should IMD order be described with only the order number or together with the corresponding frequency component in the MSD test point tables?
· Proposals
· Option 1: The order number is enough
· Option 2: Both the order number and the corresponding frequency component 
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

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

	XXX
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Sub topic 2-2:
Others:

	OPPO
	Prefer Option 2, the frequency component information is actually helpful to readers. For band combinations already have the information can keep as it is as long as they are correct information.

	Skyworks
	Option 2 would be preferred as the equation is enough as it provides the frequency and order but also helps design the test for RAN5. But that means that many cases should be updated

	Ericsson
	Sub-topic 2-1: the power class must refer to the correct instance, either one of the CGs or the power class of the band combination. Otherwise the specification is ambiguous.

	ZTE
	Response to OPPO and skyworks.
The frequency component information can be included in the TR, not in the TS, since if we have such information in the spec, then the additional information maybe needed to explain the symbols. From RAN4’s aspect, it is redundant information in the spec. If RAN5 want to check the frequency point, TR is a good way.
More importantly, there are about 13 basket WIDs defined in RAN4 currently, and as we can seen in the spec, different formats are used for different rapporteur, the mainly reason is that different formats used in the TP from different proponents. If the frequency component information need to be captured in the spec, as SKW’s said, there are many cases should be updated, not only for ENDC combs, but also for NR CA combs. We think it is not feasible way to go back the history in the case of hundreds and thousands combinations.
Here we try to use the consistent format for IMD MSD among the WIDs, i.e. correct a few combs in order to consistence with the majority combs. 

	Nokia
	Issue 2-2	Option 1: The order number is enough

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1:  We don’t have a technical concern with the modification, but it is not clear if the new terms  PPowerClass,E-UTRA and PPowerClass,NR are actually defined anywhere.  This section of the specification points to the Pcmax equation in 36.101 and 38.101-1 where those terms are PPowerClass.  The fact that they are for E-UTRA or for NR is evident in the fact that they are located in 36.101 and 38.101-1.

	CHTTL
	Issue 2-2: Note that we only define the order number in the LTE spec.


 
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

	R4-2006649
CR for 38.101-3: Corrections for Ppowerclass and referenced sections
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007005
CR to TS 38.101-3: Clean up the MSD test point for ENDC(three band)
	Company ACHTTL: The  Consequences if not approved: “The cases where no common μ is defined are excluded in the spec.” on the cover page might need to be updated.

	
	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#1
	Tentative agreements:
· Proposed changes on PPowerClass and ΔPPowerClass for E-UTRA and NR do not involve any technical concerns or changes, only for clarification purpose
· The way as it is now implies E-UTRA or NR according to the contexts, but clarification can be helpful. 
· If the proposed changes are agreed, their definitions should also be included.
Candidate options:
· Agree on the proposed changes, but add  the corresponding definitions to the specs
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Revise CR according to the agreement.

	Sub-topic#2
	Tentative agreements:
· The information on the order number and frequency component is not aligned for different basket WIDs.
· If keeping both the order number and frequency component, it may require to update a huge number of cases in specs
· If keeping only the order number as proposed, specs are aligned with least efforts, and the information on the frequency components can be found in the corresponding TR. 
· In LTE specs, only the order number is defined.  
Candidate options:
· Agree the proposed changes to keep only the order number
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Revise the CR according to the agreement above, and also fix the CR cover issue.




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  

	R4-2006649
XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
To be revised.

	R4-2007005

	To be revised.



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: Release independence support from Rel-15
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006659
	ZTE
	Proposal 1: Fill in the blank content in the NR operating bands table in TS 38.307 Rel-15 the same as that in TS 38.307 Rel-16.
Proposal 2 : Take Option 1b for capturing optionality of release independence support where a default mandatory support is assumed with exceptions allowed by a note on demand.

	R4-2006660
	ZTE
	



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 3-1
Sub-topic description:
For a new channel bandwidth added to an existing operating band claimed to be release independence from Rel-15, the corresponding tables on requirements to be fulfilled in TS 38.307 v15.5.0 are empty. 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1: Should the requirements to be fulfilled in the tables for NR operating bands in TS 38.307 v15.5.0 be specified in order to support new channel bandwidths added to an existing operating band in a manner of release independence from Rel-15?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Sub-topic 3-2
Sub-topic description 
During the discussion in the previous RAN4 meeting, another issue was identified about the optimality of features supported in a manner of release independence. How to capture the optimality is the focus in this sub-topic. 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-2: Whether or not to capture the optimality of features supported in a manner of release independence, and how if yes?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Capture optionality of release independence support in TS 38.307
· Option 1a: add a new column in each table indicating optionality
· Option 1b: add a sentence indicating a default optionality in Section 4, and if there is an exception, add a note in the corresponding table
· Option 2: Do not capture optionality in TS 38.307
· Recommended WF
· Option 1b?
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	SoftBankXXX
	Sub topic 3-1: We understand that, in current 38.307, the release(s) where actual requirements are not yet defined (in this case, REL-15), the right most column of the table should be empty to indicate that the actual requirements are mentioned in the same table/column (such as Annex Something) of a succeeding release (REL-16). In addition, it seems better to set up a new chapter (5.X) for additional CBW support in a band to make clear what the requirements should be. 
It seems better to discuss how to handle with Spec editor for the spec. to be consistent 
Sub topic 3-2:
While it is very good for an operator to support something in mandatory, our understanding for the spec is that the item itself (n28 new CBW in this case) is optional in REL-15 but the requirements and their conditions(including Mandatory or not) listed in the annex of REL-16 should be applied to REL-15 UE. (Normally, release-ind is applied to UE RF where most of the requirements are mandated.) Surely it may not be easy to read mandatory/optional from the current 38.307 so it is also better to discuss with Spec editor.….
Others:

	OPPO
	Issue 3-2: either Option 1a or Option 1b is ok as long as it is clearly defined.

	Skyworks
	3-2: It seems that the assumption for release independent mandatory is based on looking at BB feature only. As already discussed we believe that increased max channel BW (like for n28) may depend on HW support (filters split, modulation BW for ET…) so mandatory support for rel 16 and rel 15 independent introduction should be discussed on a case by case. For new CBW that are less than rel 15 BW there is less issue.

	Ericsson
	Sub-topic 3-2: how can a mandatory feature introduced in a given release be mandatory if implemented in an earlier release? In our view it does not seem correct to mandate features for a previous release. For instance, when implementing UE’s for Rel-X it is not known what will be mandated in Rel-(X+1) and not possible to predict in most cases. Therefore, our preference is that release independence is optional.

	Nokia
	Sub topic 3-1: if new channel bandwith is introduced in later release then requirements are also defined there as 38.307 states, imagine that we define totally new CH BW which is not in REL15 at all how do you check requirements from REL15, or already now for example n1 we have wider BW in REL16 which need A-MPR which is only defined in REL16, it cannot be checked from REL15. Option 2 no change needed. 
        ZTE responses: then it should not be claimed to be release independent from Rel-15.
Sub topic 3-2: we do not agree to list optinal/mandatory in 38.307 as it is not in scope of 38.307. Madatory/optional information is captured in other specifications. From clause 1 of 38.307: Scope  The present document specifies requirements for Rel-16 UEs supporting release independent features like:
Option 2: Do not capture optionality in TS 38.307

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the Nokia comments:
Sub-topic 3-1: Option 2
Sub-topic 3-2: Option 2

	Apple
	Issue 3-1: As stated Clause 4 of 38.307, if a release-independent feature is introduced in Rel-N, and a UE which is a Rel-M UE (such that M<N) supports this feature, then the UE shall fulfill the requirements for the feature as specified in the annexes of Rel-N of 38.307. Thus, we prefer Option 2.
Issue 3-2: We do not believe the release independence specification is the right place to capture feature optionality.


 
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

	R4-2006660
CR to TS 38.307 correction on support of release independence from Rel-15
	SoftBankCompany A Need confirmation with the Spec editor before agreeing the CR.

	
	Company BOPPO: It seems the CR us Option 1b above, i.e. mandatory as default, then it should be clear on how to capture the optional notes or column in the spec, for example a band or BW added in later release then should be optional for earlier releases, these kind of information is missing in the CR.

	
	Skyworks: mandatory as default is not acceptable in some cases. So we need to be able to have exceptions.

	
	Apple: this CR implements Issue 3-1 according to Option 1 and Issue 3-2 according to Option 1. This CR is not aligned with our understanding. 



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:
· Different understanding on the necessity of the proposed changes to the tables
· For the optionality, most views are either optional or not capturing in TS 38.307 
Candidate options:
· Continue discussing the necessity of the proposed changes to the tables
· Close discussion on optionality and no change on the optionality is made.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Clarification on the issue if no change on the tables is made on TS 38.307 Rel-15




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

	#1
	WF on supporting a new channel bandwidth added to an existing operating bands in a manner of release independence from Rel-15
	ZTE





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  

	XXXR4-2006660
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
To be revised



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 #4: Specifying support of 30k SCS for n40 SSB
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006584
	Nokia
	Observation 1: If 30 kHz is the only default SCS of SSB, 5 MHz channel bandwidth cannot be used for Pcell in SA operation.
Proposal 1: One of the following alternatives is selected and applied from Rel-15 specifications.
	Alt-1: 30 kHz is added as default SCS of SSB of NR bands n34, n38, n39 and n50.
Alt-2: If Alt-1 is not acceptable, the default SCS of SSB is changed to 30 kHz for the bands that can change the minimum channel bandwidth of Pcell in SA operation into 10 MHz.
Proposal 3: It is further discussed which sync pattern is selected to n40 if DSS should be considered.

	R4-2007007
	ZTE
	Proposal 1. Case C SSB pattern is proposed for NR band n34, n38, n39 and n40 supporting 30kHz SSB SCS

	
	
	


Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 4-1
Sub-topic description:
For n40, 30k SCS for SSB was agreed and it replaces the original 15k SCS. One of two open issues is: Which pattern should be applied? Case B or Case C? And in this meeting, one concern is raised up to hold on the decision until it becomes clear for a pending WID on DSS on B40/n40.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-1-1: Should we take into account the possible demand for DSS on B40/n40 when deciding the sync pattern of n40?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Issue 4-1-2: If we need to make a decision now, what sync pattern should be used for n40 SSB with 30k SCS?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Case B
· Option 2: Case C
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?

Sub-topic 4-2
Sub-topic description 
For n40, the other issue left is the handling of its minimum channel bandwidth. 5MHz channel bandwidth is supported for n40 in the current specs, but it is not wide enough to accommodate an SSB with 30k SCS. 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-2: With the change of supported SCS from 15kHz to 30kHz for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n40?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth will become not self-discoverable
· Option 2: Remove 5MHz channel bandwidth, leaving 10MHz as the minimum channel bandwidth for n40
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

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

	XXX
	Sub topic 4-1-1:
Sub topic 4-1-2:
Sub topic 4-2:
….
Others:

	Huawei,
HiSilicon
	Sub topic 4-1-1: 
Option 1. DSS can be taken into account
Sub topic 4-1-2:
Option 2. Prefer SSB pattern Case C to align with other main stream TDD bands.

	Ericsson
	Sub-topic 4-1-2: Option 2, use Case C consistent with other TDD bands, the main motivation for adopting the 30k SSB SCS.
Sub-topic 4-2: Option 1.

	CMCC
	Issue 4-1-1: Should we take into account the possible demand for DSS on B40/n40 when deciding the sync pattern of n40?
Option 1: We are OK to take the DSS demand into consideration for n40.
Issue 4-1-2: If we need to make a decision now, what sync pattern should be used for n40 SSB with 30k SCS?
Option 2: Case C can also accommodate the DSS demand. And case C is also used for n90/b41 DSS. We think case C is more common in TDD bands.
Issue 4-2: With the change of supported SCS from 15kHz to 30kHz for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n40?
Support option 1.
It was already agreed in last meeting WF that for n40 5MHz, the minimum requirements are restricted to operation when carrier is configured as an SCell part of DC or CA configuration.

	ZTE
	Sub topic 4-1-1:
Similar as band n41, DSS can be taken into account, i.e. Option 1. 
Sub topic 4-1-2:
Option 2. Case C
Sub-topic 4-2
We agree with Option 1 to align the agreements in the last WF.

	CATT
	Issue 4-1-1: DSS demand can be addressed for Band 40.
Issue 4-1-2: Option 2 (Case C).
Issue 4-2: Option 1


	Nokia
	Sub topic 4-1-1: Option 1

	Qualcomm
	Issue 4-1-2: Option 2(Case C)
Issue 4-2: Option 1. Technically, the 5MHz channel can still be PCell if a UE is handed over from another channel and is signaled where the position and SCS of the SSB. The channel cannot be acquired if the UE has no prior information about the SSB.


 
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

	R4-2008240
R4-2008241
(TS38.101-1)
	Ericsson: we support this CR.Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2008242
R4-2008243
(TS38.104)
	Ericsson: we support this CR.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#1
	Tentative agreements:
· Unanimous agreed on Case C as the sync pattern for n40 SSB
· Keep the same agreement as in last meeting for the minimum channel bandwidth
Candidate options:
· CRs already reflect the above agreements
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Approve CRs



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  

	R4-2008240
R4-2008241
XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
Agreeable

	R4-2008242
R4-2008243
	Agreeable



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 #5: Support of 30k SCS for SSB of n34, n38, n39 and n50
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006584
	Nokia
	Proposal 2: Sync pattern C is selected for 30 kHz SCS for bands n34, n38, n39 and n50.

	R4-2007007
	ZTE
	Proposal 1. Case C SSB pattern is proposed for NR band n34, n38, n39 and n40 supporting 30kHz SSB SCS
Proposal 2. Case C SSB pattern is proposed for NR band n50 supporting 30kHz SSB SCS

	R4-2008244






	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal #1: for NR band n50, it is proposed to
· Replace the default 15KHz SSB SCS to 30KHz from Rel-15
· Keep 5MHz but the cell would be self-discoverable
· For this bandwidth, the minimum requirements are restricted to operation when carrier is configured as an SCell part of DC or CA configuration.
· Replace SSB pattern by Case C.
Proposal #2: for NR band n38, it is proposed to
· Add the 30KHz SSB SCS on top of the default 15KHz from Rel-15
· Use SSB pattern Case C for 30KHz SSB SCS.



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 5-1
Sub-topic description:
Support of 30k SCS for SSB of n34, n38, n39 and n50.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 5-1-1: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n34 SSB? And how if yes?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Replacing the current 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n34 SSB
· Option 2: Adding 30k SCS support for n34 SSB thus supporting both 15k and 30k SCS
· Option 3: No support of 30k SCS for n34 SSB
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Issue 5-1-2: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n38 SSB? And how if yes?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Replacing the current 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n38 SSB
· Option 2: Adding 30k SCS support for n38 SSB thus supporting both 15k and 30k SCS
· Option 3: No support of 30k SCS for n38 SSB
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?

Issue 5-1-3: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n39 SSB? And how if yes?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Replacing the current 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n39 SSB
· Option 2: Adding 30k SCS support for n39 SSB thus supporting both 15k and 30k SCS
· Option 3: No support of 30k SCS for n39 SSB
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Issue 5-1-4: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n50 SSB? And how if yes?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Replacing the current 15k SCS with 30k SCS for n50 SSB
· Option 2: Adding 30k SCS support for n50 SSB thus supporting both 15k and 30k SCS
· Option 3: No support of 30k SCS for n50 SSB
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

Sub-topic 5-2
Sub-topic description 
In this sub-topic, sync pattern of SSB is discussed if agreeing to support 30k SCS for SSB of n34, n38, n39 and n50 respectively.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 5-2-1: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n34 SSB with 30k SCS?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Case B
· Option 2: Case C
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?
Issue 5-2-2: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n38 SSB with 30k SCS?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Case B
· Option 2: Case C
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?
Issue 5-2-3: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n39 SSB with 30k SCS?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Case B
· Option 2: Case C
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?
Issue 5-2-4: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n50 SSB with 30k SCS?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Case B
· Option 2: Case C
· Recommended WF
· Option 2?

Sub-topic 5-3
Sub-topic description 
In this sub-topic, minimum channel bandwidth are discussed if agreeing to support 30k SCS for SSB of n34, n38, n39 and n50 respectively.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 5-3-1: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n34?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth will become not self-discoverable
· Option 2: Remove 5MHz channel bandwidth, leaving 10MHz as the minimum channel bandwidth for n34.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Issue 5-3-2: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n38?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth will become not self-discoverable
· Option 2: Remove 5MHz channel bandwidth, leaving 10MHz as the minimum channel bandwidth for n38.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Issue 5-3-3: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n39?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth will become not self-discoverable
· Option 2: Remove 5MHz channel bandwidth, leaving 10MHz as the minimum channel bandwidth for n39.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Issue 5-3-4: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n50?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth will become not self-discoverable
· Option 2: Remove 5MHz channel bandwidth, leaving 10MHz as the minimum channel bandwidth for n50.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?

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

	XXXNEC
	Sub topic 5-1-3: Support option 2. In band 39, 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS is in operation exclusively in Japan. For NR, 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS would be adopted in n39 as a refarming band. Therefore, 15kHz SCS cannot be removed from n39. We have no objection to add 30kHz SCS.Sub topic 5-1-1: 
Sub topic 5-1-2:
….
Others:

	Fujitsu
	Sub topic 5-1-3: Support option 2. We share the same view as has been explained by NEC. According to the latest study carried out by a relevant committee in Japan, it is likely that no contiguous spectrum wider than 5MHz would be available in band n39 for NR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Sub topic 5-1-1: n34
Option 2 is preferred. 
In contribution R4-2008244 we provide the reasons for specifying 30KHz SSB SCS: 1) Save the guard bands between 30KHz SCS data and 15KHz SCS SSB; 2) the UE capability of simultaneousRxDataSSB-DiffNumerology is optional; 3) Reduce the complexity of BS, UE and test equipment implementations; 4) support LTE-NR co-existence. More reasons are provided in R4-2007027 or R4-2007031.
The available spectrum is limited on n34. 15KHz data SCS is useful configuration if n34 is operated in a standalone mode. On the other hand, when CA is supported, 30KHz data SCS would be more preferable if the channel bandwidth on the other CC is larger than 50MHz and 30KHz data SCS is used correspondingly. If both 15KHz SSB SCS and 30KHz SSB SCS are supported, then SSB SCS can always be aligned with data SCS. Besides, the carrier with 5MHz channel bandwidth can still be deployed in a standalone mode. So we prefer to Option 2.
Sub topic 5-1-2: n38
Option 2 is preferred. The same reasons as for sub topic 5-1-1 apply.
Sub topic 5-1-3: n39
Option 2 is preferred. The same reasons as for sub topic 5-1-1 apply.
Sub topic 5-1-4: n50
Option 1 is acceptable. The available spectrum is large. 30KHz SCS is more useful case.

Sub topic 5-2-1: n34
Option 2. Case C.
Sub topic 5-2-2: n38
Option 2. Case C.
Sub topic 5-2-3: n39
Option 2. Case C.
Sub topic 5-2-4: n50
Option 2. Case C.

Sub topic 5-3-1: n34
Neither Option 1 nor Option 2. Prefer no change on 5MHz. This topic is related to 5-1-1. If for sub topic 5-1-1 Option 2 is accepted, then no change for 5MHz is needed.
Sub topic 5-3-2: n38
Neither Option 1 nor Option 2. Prefer no change on 5MHz. This topic is related to 5-1-1. If for sub topic 5-1-1 Option 2 is accepted, then no change for 5MHz is needed.
Sub topic 5-3-3: n39
Neither Option 1 nor Option 2. Prefer no change on 5MHz. This topic is related to 5-1-1. If for sub topic 5-1-1 Option 2 is accepted, then no change for 5MHz is needed.
Sub topic 5-3-4: n50
Option 1. If option 1 is accepted, 5MHz channel bandwidth cannot be used in a standalone mode.

	CMCC
	Issue 5-1-1: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n34 SSB? And how if yes?
We prefer option 2. There is only 15MHz spectrum in n34. Also since n34 has relative low frequency, the CP length and coverage impact also need to be considered. On the other hand, we understand the motivation to add 30KHz to n34 in order to avoid the mixed numerology for CA or data/SSB. So if 30KHz is going to be added, we prefer option2, to not replace 15KHz.
Issue 5-1-2: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n38 SSB? And how if yes?
Since n41 supports both 15KHz and 30KHz for SSB. We think it is to align with n41. So we prefer option2.  But option1 is also acceptable to us.
Issue 5-1-3: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n39 SSB? And how if yes?
We prefer option 2. The similar reason as n34.
Issue 5-2-1: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n34 SSB with 30k SCS?
We prefer option 2 (Case C)
Issue 5-2-2: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n38 SSB with 30k SCS?
We prefer option 2 (Case C)
Issue 5-2-3: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n39 SSB with 30k SCS?
We prefer option 2 (Case C)
Issue 5-3-1: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n34?
We prefer option 1.
It was agreed in last meeting WF that for n40 5MHz, the minimum requirements are restricted to operation when carrier is configured as an SCell part of DC or CA configuration.
Issue 5-3-2: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n38?
We prefer option 1.
Issue 5-3-3: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n39?
We prefer option 1.

	ZTE
	Issue 5-1-1: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n34 SSB? 
Option 2 is preferred. Considering small frequnecy range in n34, 15kHz SSB SCS shall be kept. 
Issue 5-1-2: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n38 SSB?
Option 2 is preferred, but we can live with Option 1.
Issue 5-1-3: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n39 SSB? 
Option 2 is preferred,
Issue 5-1-4: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n50 SSB?
Option 2 is preferred, but we can live with Option 1.
Issue 5-2-1 to Issue 5-2-4:  (SSB pattern for 30kHz)
Case C patterns are preferred for 30kHz SSB SCS supported in band n34, n38, n39 and n50.

Issue 5-3-1: (n34)
Similar with band n40, Option 1 is preferred.
 Issue 5-3-1: (n38)
If Option 2 is agreed in the Issue 5-1-2, then Option 1 is preferred. 
Issue 5-3-1: (n39)
Similar with band n40, Option 1 is preferred.
Issue 5-3-1: (n50)
If Option 2 is agreed in the Issue 5-1-2, then Option 1 is preferred. 

	CATT
	Issue 5-1-1: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n34 SSB? And how if yes?
Agree with CMCC and ZTE that Option 2 should be considered. E.g. Adding 30k SCS support for n34 SSB thus supporting both 15k and 30k SCS
Issue 5-1-2: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n38 SSB? And how if yes?
Option 2 is preferred, but we can live with Option 1.
Issue 5-1-3: Whether or not to support 30k SCS for n39 SSB? And how if yes?
Support option 2.
Issue 5-2-1: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n34 SSB with 30k SCS?
Option 2 (Case C)
Issue 5-2-2: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n38 SSB with 30k SCS?
Option 2 (Case C)
Issue 5-2-3: If 30k SCS support is agreed, what sync pattern should be used for n39 SSB with 30k SCS?
Option 2 (Case C)
Issue 5-3-1: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n34?
Is it beneficial to consider a new option, e.g. Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth is only self-discoverable with 15kHz SCS?
Issue 5-3-2: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n38?
Is it beneficial to consider a new option,  e.g. Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth is only self-discoverable with 15kHz SCS?
Issue 5-3-3: With the support of 30k SCS for SSB, how should the minimum channel bandwidth be specified for n39?
Is it beneficial to consider a new option,  e.g. Keep the current 5MHz, but a cell with 5MHz channel bandwidth is only self-discoverable with 15kHz SCS?

	Nokia
	Issue 5-1-1 Option 2
Issue 5-1-2 Option 2
Issue 5-1-3 Option 2
Issue 5-1-4 Option 2

	Qualcomm
	Issue 5-1-1 to Issue 5-1-4: We prefer Option 1. Option 2 adds another default SSB which we disagree with. If the default SSB cannot be replaced then we should just keep the current one. 
Issue 5-1-2: the commonality with n41 was brought up several times, if this is an issue then 15kHz SCS from n41 could also be erased as it seems very unlikely to be implemented
Issue 5-3-1 to Issue 5-3-4: Option 2 would be preferred but Option 1 is also acceptable.

	Vodafone
	Issue 5-1-2: Prefer option 2
Issue 5-2-2: Prefer option 2
Issue 5-3-2: Prefer option 1 or the modification suggested by CATT (keep 5 MHz, but cell only self-discoverable with 15 kHz SCS)


 
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

	R4-2007027/28/29/30
30k SSB SCS for Band n34, n39 and n50
	Huawei, HiSilicon: for n34 and n39 whose maximum channel bandwidth is less than 50MHz, we prefer to keep 15KHz SSB SCS and add 30KHz SSB SCS. The other changes including patter Case C for 30KHz are acceptable. 
The change in R4-2007029 would be incomplete. The additional note for 5MHz channel bandwidth is needed for n34 and n39 to clarify that 5MHz cannot be used in a standalone mode in table of channel bandwidth for different bands.Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007031/32/33/34
Addition of 30k SSB SCS for Band n38
	Huawei, HiSilicon: support the changes in R4-2007031 and R4-2007033. But there seems no need to limit channel raster to a multiple of 300KHz to support n41 capable UE. Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	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#1
	Tentative agreements:
· For n34/n38/n39, majority views go for adding 30k SCS support to SSB with Case C sync pattern, but there is a strong concern on the increased complexity due to dual default SSB SCSs.
· Aligning n38 and n41 may also lead to revisiting dual SSB SCSs for n41.
· For n50, replacing the current 15k SCS with 30k SCS for SSB is acceptable, and Case C sync pattern acceptable as well. Accordingly, keeping 5MHz minimum channel bandwidth but not self-discoverable. 
· 
Candidate options:
· For n34, agree to add 30k SCS to SSB with Case C sync pattern and keep 5MHz minimum channel bandwidth. The reason is that the increased complexity due to dual SSB SCSs is acceptable since the bandwidth of n34 is only 15MHz.
· For n50, agree to replace 15k SCS with 30k SCS to SSB with Case C sync pattern, and keep 5MHz minimum channel bandwidth but not self-discoverable
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion on support of 30k SCS for SSB of n38 and n39

	
	



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

	#1
	WF on support of 30k SCS for SSB of n38 and n39
	
Huawei




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  

	R4-2007027/29
30k SSB SCS for Band n34, n39 and n50XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
To be revised.


	2007031/33
Addition of 30k SSB SCS for Band n38
	To be revised.



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 #6: Corner case provision for channel spacing
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006998
	ZTE
	Proposal. In case there is no common μ defined, set μ0=1



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 6-1
Sub-topic description:
In the discussion on channel spacing calculation, corner cases are found where there is no common u0 for bandwidth pairs consisting of a 5MHz channel bandwidth and a channel bandwidth larger than 50MHz. The main focus of this sub-topic is how to capture and specify a provision covering these corn cases in the specs by keeping the current equations unchanged for channel spacing calculation.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 6-1: What should be µ0 for the cases where there is no common µ0 for bandwidth pairs consisting of a 5MHz channel bandwidth and a channel bandwidth larger than 50MHz?
· Proposals
· Option 1: µ0 = 1
· Option 2: µ0 = ?
· Recommended WF
· Option 1?
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 6-1: 
….
Others:

	Skyworks
	This topic is also related to the work in thread 118. Our assumption there is that mu0=1 is used.

	ZTE
	It seems in thread 118, the mainly topics are the ACLR MBW, MPR for intra-band contiguous CA, in which the discussion in compnaies contributions are based on the agreements in the last WF, which is largest u for all the parameters in the BWCA. 
For the topic, we mainly focus on the “corner cases” where no common u are found for some band, we also clac the BWCA based on the agreements in the last WF.

	Huawei
	If µ0 = 1, it actually adopts the common largest µ in the table 5.3.2-1:
	SCS (kHz)
	5 MHz
	10 MHz
	15 MHz
	20 MHz
	25 MHz
	30 MHz
	40 MHz
	50 MHz
	60 MHz
	70 MHz
	80 MHz
	90 MHz
	100 MHz

	
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB
	NRB

	15
	25
	52
	79
	106
	133
	160
	216
	270
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	30
	11
	24
	38
	51
	65
	78
	106
	133
	162
	189
	217
	245
	273

	60
	N/A
	11
	18
	24
	31
	38
	51
	65
	79
	93
	107
	121
	135



From implementation perspective, both 2 tables 5.3.2-1 and 5.3.5-1 need to maintain in the UE and gNB design. It is actually adding much complexity for both UE and gNB.
We are curious for ZTE that, why table 5.3.2-1 can be used for “the said corner”(we don’t there is so called corner for this case, it is normal CA configuration) case while other cases should use table 5.3.5-1. Why different principle for different case are existed in the spec, and adding complexity. If more feature introduced in the future, like higher SCS, how many patch we need to tag for TS 38.101?
We don’t agree to take it as corner case, we prefer the way that adopt the µ0 from table 5.3.2-1 for all cases.



 
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

	R4-2006999/7000/7001/7002

	Company A Skyworks: the CRs for 38.101-1 should rather be consolidated with CRs in thread 118 as other modifications are on-going

	
	Ericsson: we agree with the method for resolving the corner case identified. The text proposal: it better to add the provision for the mixed numerology case in a separate sentence after the original text not to create confusion (keep the original sentences unchanged). We support the method in this CR but propose slight modifications.

	
	Company BZTE: We provide both Cat F and Cat A CRs for 38.101-1. But the CRs in thread 118 only focus on Rel-16 CR to complete the RF intra-band contiguous CA under Rel-16 WID. We think 6999/7000(101-1 CR) should be decoupled with the CR in thread 118. 

	
	Huawei: We don’t agree to take it as corner case, we prefer the way that adopt the µ0 from table 5.3.2-1 for all cases.

	R4-2008170/71/72/73
	Company ASkyworks: the CRs for 38.101-1 should rather be consolidated with CRs in thread 118 as other modifications are on-going

	
	Ericsson: not agreed. We are often discussing changes that are on the verge of being NBC, but this is a major NBC change as explained at the last meeting. We are not going to modify the nominal CA carrier spacing with equipment in the field just because of a corner case. 
The corner case can be covered by a special provision as proposed by ZTE in R4-2006999 and R4-2007552 for mixed numerology.

	
	Company BNokia: It is better to combine a CR suggested by Skyworks.

	
	Huawei: we prefer the way that adopt the µ0 from table 5.3.2-1 for all cases.

	R4-2007552/53/54/55

	Ericsson: see comments to R4-2006999Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Huawei: We don’t agree to take it as corner case, we prefer the way that adopt the µ0 from table 5.3.2-1 for all cases.



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:
· Set µ0 = 1 for the corner cases where a channel bandwidth pair consists of a 5MHz channel bandwidth and a channel bandwidth larger than 50MHz, thus no common µ can be found.
· Another separate provision might be needed for mixed numerology cases
· There is still a strong concern to change the reference table in channel spacing calculation
Candidate options:
· Agree to set µ0 = 1 for the corner cases where a channel bandwidth pair consists of a 5MHz channel bandwidth and a channel bandwidth larger than 50MHz, thus no common µ can be found
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Revise CRs to have a provision for the corner cases, and a separate provision for mixed numerology cases
· Discussing the difference and consequences if changing reference table in channel spacing calculation. This discussion has been done in several meetings, and hope this is the last time and the proponent can respect the majority view after this meeting. No WF is needed.



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  

	R4-2006999/7001
XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
To be revised

	R4-2008170/71/72/73
	Hold on until the end of the second round discussion

	R4-2007552/54
	To be revised



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”




C2 General

