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Introduction
The email discussion consists of the following topics:
1. Corrections to CA configurations
2. EN-DC requirement maintenance
3. Corrections to FR2 PCMAX for CA
4. FR2 max uplink duty cycle
5. WRC-19 outcome
6. Other FR2 Tx corrections
7. FR2 Rx corrections
8. RMC corrections
Some of the topics contain formal CRs based on draft CRs endorsed during the last meeting or formal CRs which implement agreements which were captured during the last meeting.  It is recommended to reach decisions on these CRs during the first round of the discussion.
This document captures the outcome of round 1 and round 2 of the email discussion.
Topic #1: Corrections to CA configurations
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2006489
	Nokia, Qualcomm Inc, Ericsson
	Correction for REL16 FR2 contiguous intraband CA configuration table
CR to 38.101-2 #0157 v16.3.1
Reason for change: 
There exists three ways to indicate what UL CA configurations are valid for intraband contiguous DL CA configuration as was decribed in R4-2003054. 


Summary of change: 
Propose to indicate only the highest valid UL CA configuration per each DL CA configuration and indicate with a note that also lower order UL CA configuration are valid. 


Consequences if not approved: 
Handling od CA configurations is not consistent and one of the three ways currently is not correct as it skips intermadiate fallbacks. 


Clauses affected: 
5.5A-1

	R4-2006487
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Correction FR1 + FR2 intrerband CA configuration table
CR to 38.101-3 #0242 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
There is ambiguity on which BCS applies in each constituent CA configuration part of FR1 + FR2 interband CA. 


Summary of change: 
Note added to indicate that The CA configurations are given in Table 5.5A.1-1 of either TS 38.101-1 or TS 38.101-2 where unless otherwise stated BCS0 is referred to. 


Consequences if not approved: 
Ambiguity remains and gNodeB does not know UE capability. 


Clauses affected: 
5.5A-1

	R4-2006488
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Correction FR1 + FR2 intrerband CA configuration table
CR to 38.101-3 #0243 v16.3.0
Reason for change: 
There is ambiguity on which BCS applies in each constituent CA configuration part of FR1 + FR2 interband CA. 


Summary of change: 
Note added to indicate that The CA configurations are given in Table 5.5A.1-1 of either TS 38.101-1 or TS 38.101-2 where unless otherwise stated BCS0 is referred to. BCS0 info is remove from some combinations as it is now covered by note. 


Consequences if not approved: 
Ambiguity remains and gNodeB does not know UE capability. 


Clauses affected: 
5.5A-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 1-1: Intra-band CA
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: Valid UL CA configuration indication
· Proposal: Indicate only the highest valid UL CA configuration per each DL CA configuration and indicate with a note that also lower order UL CA configuration are valid, according to CR in 06489

Sub-topic 1-2: Inter-band CA
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: Resolve ambiguity in BCS applicability
· Proposal:
· Note added in Rel-15 specification to indicate that The CA configurations are given in Table 5.5A.1-1 of either TS 38.101-1 or TS 38.101-2 where unless otherwise stated BCS0 is referred to, according to CR in 06487
· Note added to indicate that the CA configurations are given in Table 5.5A.1-1 of either TS 38.101-1 or TS 38.101-2 where unless otherwise stated BCS0 is referred to; BCS0 info is removed from some combinations as it is now covered by note, according to CR in 06488

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

	Issue 1-1-1: Valid UL CA configuration indication
	ZTE: Generally ok with the CR. A question for clarification: with this note, does it mean that it is no need to specify all the possible lower order UL CA configurations, instead only highest order of valid UL CA configuration shall be specified when company request the configurations?
Nokia: To answer ZTE yes that is correct understanding, only highest is needed as lower order fallbacks are mandatory within a fallback group.
CHTTL: general ok for the CR, but to Nokia and ZTE, we think it’s better to list all new UL CA configurations not only the highest one when requesting the new configuration, so that people know what is requested and track the status, since some of the lower order UL might already completed in the spec.
Nokia: To CHTTL yes we can list all UL CA configurations in request to maintain transparency
Apple: We should have a complete list of combinations, not only the highest order, since otherwise when deriving lists of supported band combinations, companies need to complete the lists again. It would be better to align this with the EN-DC combinations in 38.101-3, where we already introduced that DL combinations with similar UL combinations can be listed in the same line, but still listing each DL and UL combination. See this extract from 38.101-3:
[image: ]This change would also complicate bringing these tables to Excel.

	Issue 1-2-1: Resolve ambiguity in BCS applicability
	ZTE: Generally ok with the CR. A question for clarification: with this note, does it mean that it is no need to specify the BCS when company request the configurations if the BCS0 are defined for the constituent FR1 or FR2 band configuration?
Nokia: To answer ZTE yes that is correct understanding, no need to list BCS0. Alternative approach would be to add the currently missing BCS information into the table. At the moment only configurations involving CA_n41C has BCS information.
CHTTL: To Nokia, ZTE’s question is not for the spec, but for people requesting new configuration, probably it’s better to mention the BCS when requesting new configurations, but for the spec, we can use this approach proposed by Nokia. To ZTE, we are sorry that we also missed the BCS information when requesting the new configuration to your basket in this meeting, if you think it is needed, we’ll further update it.
Nokia: To CHTTL yes we can list also BCS0 in request to maintain transparency
Apple: When we add the note referencing the tables in -2 and -1, why don’t we also simplify the references in the table? Currently we see “See CA_n257I in Table 5.5A.1-1 in TS 38.101-2”, although the reference to the table after this change is in the note at the bottom of the table of the CR, but in the non-contiguous CA table of the same spec we just see “CA_n261I” removing the table reference and the “See”.


 
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

	
	

	YYY
	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:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	1-1
	Issue 1-1-1: No consensus is yet apparent; further discussion is recommended in round 2 based on the CR in 06489

	1-2
	Issue 1-2-1: General consensus to adopt the changes has emerged; revisions of the CRs in 06487 and 06488 are recommended to take some company comments into account.



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”

	R4-2006489
	To be further discussed

	R4-2006487
	To be revised

	R4-2006488
	To be revised



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 1-1-1: Valid UL CA configuration indication
	Companies are encouraged to provide further comments based on the CR in 06489.  The CR proponent is ecouraged to share updated revisions of the CR, if applicable.Company
	Comments

	Verizon
	We support this CR as the similar concept has been implied in both RAN4 work, as well as real deployment. In addition, the proposal not only makes RAN4 specification to be clearer, also simplify the RAN5 conformance specs as well. 
RAN4 should share the new proposal to RAN5 after a decision reached!



Issue 1-2-1: Resolve ambiguity in BCS applicability
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
R4-2006487	FR1+FR2 CA interband CA BCS support REL15
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v15.9.0	  CR-0242  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008411 (from R4-2006487).

R4-2008411	FR1+FR2 CA interband CA BCS support REL15
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v15.9.0	  CR-0242  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.

R4-2006488	FR1+FR2 CA interband CA BCS support REL16
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v16.3.0	  CR-0243  Cat: F (Rel-16)

					Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008412 (from R4-2006488).

R4-2008412	FR1+FR2 CA interband CA BCS support REL16
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v16.3.0	  CR-0243  Cat: F (Rel-16)

					Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.
The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Drafts available and have been shared via email, co-sourced by Apple now
draft R4-2008411 CR FR1+FR2 interband CA table BCS correction REL15.docx
draft R4-2008412 CR FR1+FR2 interband CA table BCS correction REL16.docx



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”

	R4-2006489
	To be postponed until next meeting

	R4-2008411
	Agreeable

	R4-2008412
	Agreeable



Topic #2: EN-DC requirement maintenance
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2006909
	ZTE Corporation
	CR to TS 38.101-3 on configured output power relaxation due to EN-DC (Rel-15)
CR to 38.101-3 #0258 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
Draft CR R4-2004390 was endorsed in RAN4#94bis-e meeting. 

The values of Î”TIB,c due to the following EN-DC configurations in Table 6.2B.4.2.3.1-1, 6.2B.4.2.3.2-1, 6.2B.4.2.3.3-1 and 6.2B.4.2.3.4-1 are incorrect and need to be corrected. 
DC_8_n78 
DC_21_n78 
DC_1_n77-n79 
DC_3_n77-n79 
DC_19_n77-n79 
DC_21_n77-n79 
DC_41-42_n79 
DC_1-3-21-42_n79 
In addition, the following EN-DC configurations for Î”TIB,c are in wrong section or not in right order in the tables. They should be corrected. 
DC_7-7_n78 
DC_1-7-7_n78 
DC_1-28_n77 
DC_1-28_n78 
DC_1_n28-n78 
DC_1_n28-n79 
DC_2-(n)71 
DC_41_n77 
DC_41_n78 
DC_41_n79 
DC_1-3-28_n77 
DC_1-3-28_n78 
DC_1-3_n28-n78 
DC_1-3-28_n79 
DC_3-21-42_n77 
DC_3-21-42_n78 
DC_3-21-42_n79 


Summary of change: 
Correct the above mentioned EN-DC configuration values of Î”TIB,c in section 6.2B.4.2.3. 


Consequences if not approved: 
The above mentioned EN-DC configuration values of Î”TIB,c will be incorrect. 


Clauses affected: 
6.2B.4.2.3.1, 6.2B.4.2.3.2, 6.2B.4.2.3.3, 6.2B.4.2.3.4

	R4-2006910
	ZTE Corporation
	CR to TS 38.101-3 on configured output power relaxation due to EN-DC (Rel-16)

	R4-2006635
	Apple Inc.
	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference
CR to 38.101-3 #0247 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
We have identified missing MSD in the reference sensitivity exceptions for DC combinations and therefore, we are proposing to include these combinations in the specification. 


Summary of change: 
UL harmonics: Additions for Table 7.3B.2.3.1-1 and Table 7.3B.2.3.1-2 
IMD: Table 7.3B.2.3.5.1-1 and Table 7.3B.2.3.5.2-1 


Consequences if not approved: 
Missigin MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference 


Clauses affected: 
7.3B.2.3

	R4-2006636
	Apple Inc.
	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference R16

	R4-2008093
	Apple Inc.
	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference
CR to 38.101-3 #0281 v16.3.0
Reason for change: 
We have identified missing MSD in the reference sensitivity exceptions for DC combinations and therefore, we are proposing to include these combinations in the specification. 


Summary of change: 
UL harmonics: Additions for Table 7.3B.2.3.1-1 and Table 7.3B.2.3.1-2 
IMD: Table 7.3B.2.3.5.1-1 and Table 7.3B.2.3.5.2-1: 


Consequences if not approved: 
Missigin MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference 


Clauses affected: 
7.3B.2.3

	R4-2007042
	Ericsson
	Removal of the Annex modifiedMPR-Behaviour from the NSA specification
CR to 38.101-3 #271 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
Remove the Annex on ModifiedMPR-behaviour from this NR NSA specification (and move the Annex to the SA specification TS 38.101-1 instead). The modifiedMPRbehavior is a field of the NR band capability in the supported NR band list that is part of the UE-NR-Capability IE. Hence this field is intended for MPR modification in an NR band, but can also be used for the said band if part of an EN-DC band combination. The table of the NR band-specific modified MPR behaviour should therefore be moved from 38.101-3 to 38.101-1. 




Summary of change: 
Annex H: the Annex on ModifiedMPR-behaviour is removed (moved to TS 38.101-1). 




Consequences if not approved: 
The Annex ModifiedMPR-behaviour is not part of the relevant specification. If an MPR behaviour is modified for an NR band, this modification has to be made in the NSA specification. 


Clauses affected: 
Annex H

	R4-2007043
	Ericsson
	Removal of the Annex modifiedMPR-Behaviour from the NSA specification

	R4-2008141
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	DC_2_n78 and DC_5_n78 with n48 coexistence
NOTE: document is not available

	R4-2008159
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for 38.101-3: UE to UE coexistence spurious emission
CR to 38.101-3 #draft

Frequency range of Band 48(3550-3700MHz) is part of Band n78(3300-3800MHz), UE coexistence spurious requirement should not required for n78 to 48.

Remove UE coexistence spuriuous requirement for n78 protecing EUTRA Band 48

	R4-2008160
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for 38.101-3 UE coexistence for Rel-16

	R4-2008179
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	On serving cell number for ENDC power class
Proposal 1: Send LS to RAN2 to inform them EN-DC power class UE capability need to work for band combinations with up to three FR1 uplink serving cells, and the signalling should start from Rel-15.

	R4-2008180
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	draft LS on serving cell number for EN-DC power class
LS to 3GPP TSG RAN WG2.

To: 3GPP TSG RAN WG2. 

ACTION: RAN4 kindly asks RAN2 to take the above information into account.

	R4-2008283
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Coexistence DC_2_n78 and DC_5_n78 with band 48
CR to 38.101-3 #0294 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
Need to clarify the coexistence requirement for shared bands 


Summary of change: 
Remove band 48 for DC_2_n78 and DC_5_n78 entries 


Consequences if not approved: 
UE coexistence requirement cannot be met 


Clauses affected: 
6.5B.3.3.2

	R4-2006146
	Anritsu Corporation, Rohde&Schwarz, Keysight Technologies
	CR to out-of-band blocking for DC in FR1
CR to 38.101-3 #draft

	R4-2006147
	Anritsu Corporation, Rohde&Schwarz, Keysight Technologies
	CR to out-of-band blocking for DC in FR1

	R4-2006911
	ZTE Corporation
	CR to TS 38.101-3 on REFSENS relaxation due to EN-DC (Rel-15)
CR to 38.101-3 #0260 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
Draft CR R4-2004395 was endorsed in RAN4#94bis-e meeting. 

The values of Î”RIB,c due to the following EN-DC configurations in Table 7.3B.3.3.1-1, 7.3B.3.3.2-1 and 7.3B.3.3.3-1 are incorrect and need to be corrected. 
DC_12_n5 
DC_12_n66 
DC_26_n77 
DC_28_n51 
DC_66_n78 
DC_1-20_n28 
DC_1_n77-n79 
DC_1_n78-n79 
DC_3-19_n79 
DC_3_n28-n78 
DC_3_n77-n79 
DC_3_n78-n79 
DC_3-SUL_n78-n80 
DC_19_n77-n79 
DC_19_n78-n79 
DC_20_n8-n75 
DC_20_n28-n75 
DC_20_n75-n78 
DC_20_n76-n78 
DC_21_n77-n79 
DC_21_n78-n79 
DC_28-SUL_n78-n83 
DC_66-SUL_n78-n86 
DC_1-20_n28-n78 
DC_3-19-42_n78 
DC_7-20_n28-n78 
In addition, the following EN-DC configurations for Î”RIB,c are in wrong section or not in right order in the tables. They should be corrected. 
DC_7-7_n78 
DC_1_n28-n78 
DC_41_n77 
DC_41_n78 
DC_41_n79 
DC_1-3-28_n77 
DC_1-3-28_n78 
DC_1-3_n28-n78 
DC_1-3-28_n79 


Summary of change: 
Correct the above mentioned EN-DC configuration values for Î”RIB,c. 


Consequences if not approved: 
The above mentioned EN-DC configuration values for Î”RIB,c will be incorrect. 


Clauses affected: 
7.3B.3.3.1, 7.3B.3.3.2, 7.3B.3.3.3

	R4-2006912
	ZTE Corporation
	CR to TS 38.101-3 on REFSENS relaxation due to EN-DC (Rel-16)



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: Maintenance of Tx requirements
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: Remove the Annex modifiedMPR-Behaviour from the NSA specification
· Proposal: according to CRs in 07042, 07043
· NOTE: this proposal is related to CRs in 07038 and 07039, which are treated in email topic [103] NR_NewRAT_UE_RF_Part_2
Issue 2-1-2: Remove UE coexistence spurious requirement for n78 protecting EUTRA Band 48
· Alt 2-1-2-1: According to dCR in 08159 and CR in 08160
· Alt 2-1-2-2: According to CR in 08283
NOTE: 08141 is not available; is it withdrawn?

Sub-topic 2-2: Maintenance of Rx requirements
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2-1: missing MSD in Rel-15 and Rel-16 specifications
· Proposal: according to CRs in 06635, 06636
Issue 2-2-2: missing MSD in Rel-16 specification only
· Proposal: according to CR in 08093
Issue 2-2-3: REFSENS relaxation due to EN-DC
· according to CRs in 06911, 06912
Issue 2-2-4: Out-of-band blocking for DC in FR1
· Proposal: According to dCR in 06146 and CR in 06147
Sub-topic 2-3: Serving cell number for ENDC power class
Issue 2-3-1: LS response to RAN2
· Proposal: EN-DC power class UE capability need to work for band combinations with up to three FR1 uplink serving cells, and the signalling should start from Rel-15 (according to 08180)

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

	Issue 2-1-1: Remove the Annex modifiedMPR-Behaviour from the NSA specification
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.; This CR should be treated together with CR to introduce modified MPR to SA specification.
Apple: As long as the proposed changes in 07042 are treated as a package with 07038, we can support the change. We also prefer to resolve this issue during this meeting, since some fields in modifiedMPR-behavior make explicit references to specifications and their versions.

	Issue 2-1-2: Remove UE coexistence spurious requirement for n78 protecting EUTRA Band 48
	Qualcomm: Qualcomm’s papers R4-2008283 (Cat F) and R4-2008141 (Cat A) CRs can be withdrawn since they are identical to R4-2008159 and R4-2008160
Apple: We observe that the CR makes well needed corrections to band protection by removing some false entries. We would like to point out that there is a CR R4-2006342 from our side which also provides band corrections. All the corrections from R4-2008159 are covered. Therefore, we would like to propose to combine the two CRs.

	Issue 2-2-1: missing MSD in Rel-15 and Rel-16 specifications
	ZTE: What’s the reason for defining ‘N/A’ MSD for some configurations, such as 18/19_n77/78?  In addition, MSD caused by IMD5 was defined for CA_n66_n78A, but N/A is proposed for DC_66A_n78A in this CR. It is inconsistence between DC_66A_n78A and CA_n66_n78A.
Qualcomm: MSD is missing for IMD and needs to be specified in R4-2006635 and R4-2006636
Huawei: MSD due to UL harmonics is missing for the Rel-15 proposed combination DC_20A_28A_75A, which should be included as well if the purpose of the CR is to add all missing MSD.
NTT DOCOMO, INC: We have the same question with ZTE. Does N/A mean there is no MSD but interference such as IMD exist?
Apple: For DC_18A_n77A and DC_18A_n78A we have identified IMD4 when transmitting with band 18 and n77/n78, while receiving with band 18 (-3*B18_TX+1*n77/n78_TX=B18_RX). Similar approach for DC_19A_n78A where we identified IMD4 as well when transmitting with band 19 and n78, while receiving with band 19 (-3*B19_TX+1*n78_TX=B19_RX). Therefore, we are proposing to consider MSD for these combinations. For DC_66A_n78A we can revise the N/A MSD to the 5 dB MSD as defined for CA_n66A-n78A. May we ask to the moderator for a revision number for this document to consider ZTE comments?

	Issue 2-2-2: missing MSD in Rel-16 specification only
	ZTE: What’s the reason for defining ‘N/A’ MSD for some configurations,  such as 20_n38? In addition, in Table 7.3B.2.3.1-1 and Table 7.3B.2.3.1-2:, the MSD/UL configuration for n41 for DC_20_n41 are wrong, i.e. the MSD should be defined for all the supprted channel bandwidth in n41. 
Apple: For DC_20A_n38A we have identified IMD5, when transmitting in band 20 and band n38, while receiving in band 20 (+4*B20_TX-1*n38_TX=B20_RX). Therefore, we are proposing to define MSD for this combination. Could you please clarify your comment for DC_20A_n41A, do you mean that the parameter defined for MSD due to UL harmonic for this specific combination are all wrong (from 5 MHz to 20 MHz) or are you fine with those numbers but the parameters for the larger BWs are missing? We can revise the document to add the additional parameter for the larger BWs in n41. May we ask to the moderator for a revision number for this document to consider ZTE comments?

	Issue 2-2-3: REFSENS relaxation due to EN-DC
	

	Issue 2-2-4: Out-of-band blocking for DC in FR1
	Qualcomm:  We prefer to follow what has been done for UL CA and set both UL powers to 7 dB below Pcmax.
Anritsu: We are fine to align both UL power to 7dB below Pcmax. But from what I see the previous chaiman note, the existing UL level setting (4dB below Pcmax) is an outcome of discussion between NTT docomo and other vendors when this requirement was introduced at first. So I appreciate the proponents make a consensus each other. 
NTT DOCOMO, INC.: We support CR R4-2006146. In LTE CA, Pcmax-4dB used for 1UL case and Pcmax-7dB is used for 2UL case. The intention of this out-of-band clocking is to test impact from LTE 1UL to NR, and NR 1UL to LTE. That’s why we originally set the power of tested band as minimum out power. Now although we are trying to change the power of tested band as Pcmax-  14dB, we should keep original intention.
Apple: Last meeting, only Anritsu has shared their view on the testability issue due to the power imbalance. However, during the discussion Anritsu gave 29 dB below Pcmax as an alternative instead of 14 dB. We cannot accept a modification to set the power 14 dB below Pcmax without a technical argument, what is the justification to not set the output power to 29 dB below Pcmax.

	Issue 2-3-1: LS response to RAN2
	OPPO:
Agree that the RAN2 signaling needs update for more than 2CCs and LS is needed. One question, the 3UL CA feature are specified in Rel-16, i.e. Rel-15 does not support this feature, then how the 3UL band combinations can be release independent from Rel-15?
ZTE:
Similar quesiton as OPPO. No up to 3 UL CC requirements (i.e. Pcmax) defined in Rel-15 spec. In addition, we should capture the information in the LS like 3UL CC is only restricted in 2 bands, where up to 2 CC in LTE band and only 1 CC in NR band.
Huawei: The band combination is release independent.  Release independent means if a Rel-15 UE can meet the RF requirements defined in Rel-16, the combination proposed in Rel-16 can be supported from Rel-15. 
Apple: we agree with OPPO and ZTE; 3 UL cells shall be restricted to 2 bands.


 
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.
The following CRs have been endorsed as draft CRs during the last meeting and are recommended for agreement during the 1st round
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2006909
R4-2006910 (CAT A)
	

	
	

	
	



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:

	2-1
	Issue 2-1-1: Based on companies’ feedback, it is recommended to treat the modifiedMPR behavior CRs (07042, 07043) in Topic #103
Issue 2-1-2: R4-2008283 (Cat F) and R4-2008141 (Cat A) CRs can be withdrawn

	2-2
	Issue 2-2-1: A revision of 06635 is recommended to allow companies’ feedback to be taken into account
Issue 2-2-2: A revision of 08093 is recommended to allow companies’ feedback to be taken into account
Issue 2-2-3: No concerns were raised with the CRs in 06911, 06912 (CAT-A)
Issue 2-2-4: Consensus is not yet clear on this topic, and a more focused discussion based on a way forward is recommended.  Recommend postponing the CR in 06146 and assigning a WF to Anritsu to progress the discussion.

	2-3
	Issue 2-3-1: Recommend revising the draft LS in 08180 to take companies’ comments into account



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

	#1
	WF on out-of-band blocking for DC in FR1
	Antritsu





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

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

	R4-2006909
R4-2006910 (CAT A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2007042
R4-2007043 (CAT-A)
	Transfer to Topic #103

	R4-2006635
	To be revised

	R4-2008093
	To be revised

	R4-2006911
	Agreeable

	R4-2006912 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable 

	R4-2006146
	To be postponed

	R4-2006147 (CAT-A)
	To be withdrawn

	R4-2008180
	To be revised



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 2-2-1: missing MSD in Rel-15 and Rel-16 specifications
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
R4-2006635	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v15.9.0	  CR-0247  Cat: B (Rel-15)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008413 (from R4-2006635).

R4-2008413	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v15.9.0	  CR-0247  Cat: B (Rel-15)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.

R4-2006636	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference R16
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v16.3.0	  CR-0248  Cat: A (Rel-16)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision: 		The document was not treated.
The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	



Issue 2-2-2: missing MSD in Rel-16 specification only
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
R4-2008093	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference R16
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v16.3.0	  CR-0281  Cat: B (Rel-16)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008414 (from R4-2008093).
R4-2008414	CR to 38.101-3 MSD due to UL harmonics and intermodulation interference R16
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-3 v16.3.0	  CR-0281  Cat: B (Rel-16)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.
The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Our comments on the missing MSD due to UL harmonic interference for DC_20A-n28A-n75A was not reflected in revised CR R4-2008093. The MSD values can be found in TR 37864-41-21. 



Issue 2-2-4: Out-of-band blocking for DC in FR1
The following tdoc has been allocated to capture the WF:
R4-2008409           WF on out-of-band blocking for DC in FR1
					Type: others		For: Approval
Source: Antritsu

Discussion: 
.
Decision:                    Return to.
The WF proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the WF, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We don’t understand the justification to deviate from what has already studied and agreed for UL CA to set both Tx powers to Pcmax_L – 7 dB.  

	Apple
	We think the WF is required, in which Alternative 1 with Pcmax – 4 dB/ Pcmax – 14 dB, Alternative 2 Pcmax – 7 dB/Pcmax – 7 dB , and  Alternative 3 with Pcmax – 4dB/ Pcmax - 29 dB should be considered as part of the study for the coming meeting.
We cannot agree in this meeting with the revised CR considering to set both Tx power to Pcmax – 7 dB.



Issue 2-3-1: LS response to RAN2
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised draft LS:
R4-2008180	LS on serving cell number for ENDC power class
					Type: LS out		For: Approval
					to RAN2
					Source: Huawei, HiSilicon
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008415 (from R4-2008180).

R4-2008415	LS on serving cell number for ENDC power class
					Type: LS out		For: Approval
					to RAN2
					Source: Huawei, HiSilicon
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.
The draft LS proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the draft LS, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	



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”

	R4-2008413
R4-2006636 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2008414
	Revised in R4-2009152

	R4-2009152
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Not yet concluded

	R4-2008409           
	Withdrawn

	R4-2008415
	Agreeable



Moderator’s comment regarding R4-2008409: with many thanks to Anritsu for leading this complex discussion, it is noted that there is a recommendation from the WF proponent to initiate an offline email discussion on this issue following the conclusion of the RAN4 #95-e meeting to allow companies to converge their understanding prior to the RAN4 #96-e meeting.
Topic #3: Corrections to FR2 PCMAX for CA
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2006823
	MediaTek Inc.
	CR for TS 38.101-2: Correction for configured transmitted power for CA
CR to 38.101-2 #0171 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
Mutli-band relaxation parameter ï„MBP,n for peak EIRP is missing in the lower limit of PUMAX for configured transmitted power for CA. 


Summary of change: 
â€¢ Add ï„MBP,n to the lower limit of PUMAX in 6.2A.4. 
â€¢ Add text description of ï„MBP,n in clause 6.2A.4. 


Consequences if not approved: 
The lower limit of PUMAX for CA is not correctly defined. 


Clauses affected: 
6.2A.4

	R4-2006824
	MediaTek Inc.
	CR for TS 38.101-2: Correction for configured transmitted power for CA

	R4-2007040
	Ericsson
	Correction of Pcmax for CA
CR to 38.101-2 #186 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
The defintion of PCMAX for CA as a sum of the powers configured for activated serving cells (component carriers) could be interpreted as a requirement that the PCMAX should determined interatively to ensure that the total EIRP (in a different plane of reference than PCMAX) is below the power class. This is not the intention: the defintion should be such that only the powers configured for activated cells with an uplink grant are included in the PCMAX, that is, not necessarily including all configured cells. 

The defintion of the total measured power PUMAX includes up to n carrier frequencies f, per serving cell c; there can only be one carrier frequency f per serving cell c for FR2. 




Summary of change: 
The defintion of the PCMAX is modified to state that the PCMAX for CA is determined by the powers configured for activated serving cells with non-zero transmission grants. 

The defintion of the total measured power PUMAX is corrected such that the sum only includes one carrier frequency f = f(c) per serving cell c. 

References to the relevant subclauses for MPR and A-MPR are added. The same MPR and A-MPR applies for all serving cells for intra-band CA (uplink intra-band CA not specified in Rel-15). 




Consequences if not approved: 
Ambiguous specification: the defintion of PCMAX for CA as a sum of the powers configured for activated serving cells could be interpreted as a requirement that the PCMAX should determined interatively to ensure that the total EIRP is below the power class. 

Incorrect specification of the total measured configured power PUMAX. 


Clauses affected: 
6.2A.4

	R4-2007041
	Ericsson
	Correction of Pcmax for CA

	R4-2008044
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	CR on Pcmax correction for CA
CR to 38.101-2 #0194 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
Pcmax defintion is in conflict with RAN1 power control process 


Summary of change: 
The verbiage is updated to clarify the Pcmax is the maximum configured power and not a changing configured power. 
References to carrier f within a cell c is removed since FR2 does not have SUL. 


Consequences if not approved: 
Two ways to interpretations of power control process exists 


Clauses affected: 
6.2A.4

	R4-2008045
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Conflict between agreed WF and spec



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: Applicability of MBR framework to PCMAX requirements
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1-1: Applicability of MBPn to peak EIRP in PUMAX for configured tx power for CA
· Proposal: Add MBP,n to the lower limit of PUMAX in 6.2A.4 and the corresponding text description, according to CRs in 06823, 06824

Sub-topic 3-2: Corrections of PCMAX for CA
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Moderator’s recommendation: corrections shall implement RAN4 #94bis-e agreements [R4-2005212]
Issue 3-2-1: Common understanding of “PCMAX = Maximum limit of configured power” and “PCMAX = Calculated based on grant, in CA case based on all grants that result into simultaneous transmission within evaluation period” from the WF
· Proposals
· Alt 3-2-1-1: The configured power PCMAX in a transmission occasion is determined by the power configured for carriers f of serving cells c with non-zero granted transmission power in their respective reference points.
· Alt 3-2-1-2: The  UE maximum configured power PCMAX in a transmission occasion is determined by the UL grants for serving cell’s c(i) with non-zero granted power in the respective reference points
Issue 3-2-2: Implementing the corrections in the specification
· Proposals
· Alt 3-2-2-1: According to CRs in 07040, 07041
· Alt 3-2-2-2: According to CRs in 08044, 08045


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

	Issue 3-1-1: Applicability of MBPn to peak EIRP in PUMAX for configured tx power for CA
	Intel: Agree to adding MBPn, but should MBPn be out of MPR part, like the following? The logic is ΔMBP,n  is a quantity which directly affects PPowerclass, regardless of P_MPR
Ppowerclass -  ΔMBP,n – MAX(MAX(MPR, A_MPR), P-MPR) …
Qualcomm: Delta(MBp,n) should act on Ppowerclass, agree with Intel comment.
Samsung: it depends on if Ppowerclass in the equation already absorbs MBR or not. Agree with Qualcomm CR (8044) to correct the meaning of Ppowerclass from power class to minimum peak EIRP. First of all we need to get consensus if Ppowerclass  already absorbs MBR. If Ppowerclass does not absorb MBR, then the CR can be revised as comments of Intel.
Ericsson: applicable to PUMAX pending decision on MPR (applicable release)

	Issue 3-2-1: Common understanding of “PCMAX = Maximum limit of configured power” and “PCMAX = Calculated based on grant, in CA case based on all grants that result into simultaneous transmission within evaluation period” from the WF
	OPPO: Agree with Alt 3-2-1-2 to align with the agreed WF.
ZTE: Agree with Alt 3-2-1-2 to align with the agreed WF.
Intel: Agree with Alt 3-2-1-2
Qualcomm: Alt 3-2-1-2 is according to WF, Pcmax is the maximum limit of the configured power.
Ericsson: the proposed changes in 8044 are now very close to those proposed in 7040, in fact, almost identical. The 7040 describes the PCMAX for CA as determined by the configured maximum power for component carriers with non-zero UL grants, whereas 8044 uses the wording “UL grant” for the component carriers with non-zero transmission grants (i.e. the maximum configured power per CC). We can accept any of the two alternatives.
Apple: Alt 3-2-1-2


	Issue 3-2-2: Implementing the corrections in the specification
	OPPO: Agree with Alt 3-2-2-2 to align with the agreed WF.
ZTE: CR 08044, 08045 are based on the agreed WF, i.e.  Alt 3-2-2-2.
Ericsson: any of the two alternatives. However, “carrier f” has been removed in 8044, there is still one carrier frequency per serving cell, should be corrected if 8044 is chosen.
Apple: Alt 3-2-2-2


 
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

	
	

	YYY
	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:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	3-1
	Issue 3-1-1: Recommend a revision of 06823 to take companies’ comments into account

	3-2
	Issue 3-2-1: Consensus around Alt 3-2-1-2 is observed
Issue 3-2-2: Consensus is observed to use CR 08044 as baseline (Alt 3-2-2-2); a revision is recommended to take one company’s comment into account



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  

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

	R4-2006823
R4-2006824 (CAT-A)
	To be revised

	R4-2008044
R4-2008045 (CAT-A
	To be revised



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 3-1-1: Applicability of MBPn to peak EIRP in PUMAX for configured tx power for CA
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
R4-2006823	CR for TS 38.101-2: Correction for configured transmitted power for CA
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.1	  CR-0171  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: MediaTek Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008416 (from R4-2006823).

R4-2008416	CR for TS 38.101-2: Correction for configured transmitted power for CA
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.1	  CR-0171  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: MediaTek Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.

R4-2006824	CR for TS 38.101-2: Correction for configured transmitted power for CA
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v16.3.1	  CR-0172  Cat: A (Rel-16)

					Source: MediaTek Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision: 		The document was not treated.

The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We had offline discussions with the concerned companies who made comments on this CR during the 1st round discussions. Both Intel and Samsung are okay to move forward with the original CR R4-2006823 without any revision. The change suggested by Intel would involve the similar changes for FR2 single carrier Pumax, FR1 Pcmax, and E-UTRA Pcmax where the necessity will be considered at a later time. This CR is to ensure the MBR is captured in FR2 Pumax lower limit for CA. 



Issue 3-2-2: Implementing the corrections in the specification
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
[bookmark: _Hlk41679492]R4-2008044	CR on Pcmax correction for CA
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.0	  CR-0194  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Qualcomm Incorporated
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008417 (from R4-2008044).

R4-2008417	CR on Pcmax correction for CA
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.0	  CR-0194  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Qualcomm Incorporated
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.
R4-2008983           CR on Pcmax correction for CA
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v16.3.1	  CR- 0211  Cat: A (Rel-16)

					Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Discussion: 
.
Decision:                    Return to.
The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	



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”

	R4-2008416
R4-2006824 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2008417
R4-2008983 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable




Topic #4: FR2 max uplink duty cycle
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2006330
	Apple Inc.
	Clarification for the definition of the UL duty cycle
Proposal 1: Clarify that the UE maximum TRP or EIRP (as governed by its power class) is assumed for the definition of the Rel-15 maximum UL duty cycle.
Proposal 2: Send LS to RAN WG2 asking to introduce further clarifications into the definition of maximum UL duty cycle.
Proposal 3: Check whether further changes in TS 38.101-2 are needed or it is enough to clarify the definition of maximum UL duty cycle in TS 38.306.

	R4-2006331
	Apple Inc.
	[DRAFT] LS on clarification for the definition of the UL duty cycle
LS to RAN WG2

1. Overall Description: 

During RAN4#91 meeting (May 2019), RAN WG4 sent LS to RAN WG2 asking to add a new UE capability to signal UE maximum UL duty cycle for FR2. The corresponding changes were implemented by RAN WG2 in R2-1908488 and R2-1908489. Referring to TS 38.306, current definition of the maximum UL duty cycle looks as follows: 

maxUplinkDutyCycle-FR2 

Indicates the maximum percentage ofÂ symbols during 1s that can be scheduled for uplink transmission so as to ensure compliance with applicable electromagneticÂ power density exposure requirements provided by regulatory bodies. This field is applicable forÂ all power classesÂ UEÂ in FR2Â as specified in TS38.101-2 [3]. Value n15 corresponds to 15%, value n20 corresponds to 20% and so on.Â If the field is absent or the percentage of uplink symbols transmitted within any 1s evaluation period is larger thanÂ maxUplinkDutyCycle-FR2, the UE behaviour is specified in TS38.101-2 [3]. 



RAN WG4 would like to clarify current definition of parameter by indicating explicitly that the UE maximum total radiated power is assumed as a reference transmission power for the maximum UL duty cycle. The corresponding clarification might look as presented below: 

maxUplinkDutyCycle-FR2 

Indicates the maximum percentage ofÂ symbols during 1s that can be scheduled for uplink transmission at the UE maximum total radiated power so as to ensure compliance with applicable electromagneticÂ power density exposure requirements provided by regulatory bodies. This field is applicable forÂ all power classesÂ UEÂ in FR2Â as specified in TS38.101-2 [3]. Value n15 corresponds to 15%, value n20 corresponds to 20% and so on.Â If the field is absent or the percentage of uplink symbols transmitted within any 1s evaluation period is larger thanÂ maxUplinkDutyCycle-FR2, the UE behaviour is specified in TS38.101-2 [3]. 



2. Actions: 

To RAN WG2 group. 

ACTION: RAN WG4 asks RAN WG2 to introduce changes into the definition of maxUplinkDutyCycle-FR2 parameter.

	R4-2007076
	OPPO
	On max reference power in UL duty cycle capability
Observation 1: How UE derive the capability is within UE implementation scope.
Observation 2: It is not meaningful for the NW with only clarifying the reference power but without more detailed solution.
Observation 3: The most â€œclearâ€ and definite definition of the reference power is â€œmaximum transmission powerâ€ no matter max TRP or max peak EIRP or reference Pcmax, UE is under the maximum transmission power even this status is still not clear one.
Proposal 1: Reference power for maxUplinkdutycycle-FR2 is either not defined or defined with general wording â€œmaximum transmission powerâ€.

	R4-2008157
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for reference maximum transmission power for maxUplinkdutyCycle-FR2
CR to 38.101-2 #0195 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
WF R4-2002733 was approved in RAN4#94e meeting which agrees on clarifying the reference maximum transmission power for maxUplinkdutyCycle-FR2 indication. 


Summary of change: 
Clarify the reference maximum transmission power for maxUplinkdutyCycle-FR2 indication. 


Consequences if not approved: 
The reference output power for UE capability maxUplinkdutyCycle-FR2 is not specified. 


Clauses affected: 
6.2.4

	R4-2008158
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for for reference maximum transmission power for maxUplinkdutyCycle_Rel-16

	R4-2008174
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	On reference power corresponding to maxUplinkdutyCycle
Proposal 1: Firstly confirm on the target to define the maximum transmission power corresponding to maxUplinkdutyCycle UE capability, is to imply the network that higher duty cycle than UE capability can be scheduled when the transmission power is lower.
Proposal 2: the reference maximum transmission power used as the reference for maxUplinkdutyCycle indication is specified as â€˜reference PCMAXâ€™.
Proposal 3: Reference PCMAX is defined as PCMAX without adding MPR, AMPR and PMPR.



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: Reference maximum transmission power
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-1-1: Common understanding of reference maximum transmission power for the UL duty cycle capability
· Proposals
· Alt 4-1-1-1: UE maximum total radiated power
· Alt 4-1-1-2: Either not defined or defined with general wording “maximum transmission power”
· Alt 4-1-1-3: PCMAX without adding MPR, AMPR and PMPR
Issue 4-1-2: Implementing the RAN4 decision on reference maximum transmission power
· Proposals
· Alt 4-1-2-1: LS to RAN2
· Alt 4-1-2-1: 
· Recommended WF:
· Issue 4-1-1 needs to be resolved in order to reach a common understanding on the reference maximum transmission power definition
· Whether to implement the decision as an LS to RAN2, a specification change, or both can be discussed in the second round
· Postpone 06331, 08157, 08158 until second round

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

	Issue 4-1-1: Common understanding of reference maximum transmission power for the UL duty cycle capability
	OPPO: Prefer Alt 4-1-1-2. 
Max Peak EIRP in the spherical is the worst case that UE is used to derive the MPE limits which is the most similar status as “maximum transmission power” since the MPE is directional requirement with small area. However, it was commented in last meeting that NW have no idea of when UE is under the max peak EIRP status, thus meaningless to NW.
Max TRP is not the worst case and not same as max peak EIRP status because peak EIRP only consider the peak efficiency of the best beam while other directions might be bad. This makes the TRP under max peak EIRP could be not the max TRP. Also NW have no idea of when UE is under the max TRP status, thus meaningless to NW.
Reference Pcmax without MPR/AMPR/PMPR, is a virtual power similar as the general description like maximum transmission power. NW has no idea what this power is.
Among all these options, we still not sure what is the intention or goal of the clarification, no difference is found with or without the reference power clarification. And the most “clear” and definite definition of the reference power is “maximum transmission power”.
Therefore, we suggest either specify in a general statement “maximum transmission power” or not specify at all.
Intel: Our preference is Alt 4-1-1-2, either do not define or have general wording.
Qualcomm: We prefer Alt 4-1-1-2
Nokia: Support Alt 4-1-1-1 in general. P-MPR could be still used below maxdutycycle if multiple radios are transmitting (such as WiGIG) as MPE limit applies to all combined emissions.
Huawei: Prefer Alt 4-1-1-3.
For reference max transmission power, OTA value is meaningless, network cannot see the OTA value transmitted from UE. General wording “maximum transmission power” is still ambiguous in the specification.
Ericsson: regardless of any clarification, it should be made clear the UE always follows the UL SG regardless of duty cycle. The proposed specification in the draft LS to RAN4 in R4-2006331, “Indicates the maximum percentage of symbols during 1s that can be scheduled for uplink transmission at the UE maximum total radiated power so as to ensure compliance with applicable electromagnetic power density exposure requirements provided by regulatory bodies.”, suggests that the BS can only schedule up to the indicated capability. This is not the intention.
NTT DOCOMO, INC.: We have a question for clarification, is Pcmax in FR2 based on TRP or EIRP? The description in Section 6.2.4 in TS 38.101-2 seems to be unclear:
The configured UE maximum output power PCMAX,f,c for carrier f of a serving cell c shall be set such that the corresponding measured peak EIRP PUMAX,f,c is within the following bounds
APPLE: Our initial proposal was to clarify with a general statement, "maximum transmission power". As further explained in our discussion paper, it should not matter whether it is TRP or EIRP, so a general statement should fully suffice i.e. Alt 4-1-1-2 is Ok for us.

	Issue 4-1-2: Implementing the RAN4 decision on reference maximum transmission power
	OPPO: Discuss after decision on 4-1-1

Intel: It is best to wait for the second round of discussions, after Issue 4-1-1 has been fully addressed


 
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

	
	

	YYY
	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:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	4-1
	Issue 4-1-1: Company preferences were provided for the alternatives according to the following:
· Alt 4-1-1-1: UE maximum total radiated power
· Nokia (1)
· Alt 4-1-1-2: Either not defined or defined with general wording “maximum transmission power”
· OPPO, Intel, Qualcomm, Apple (4)
· Alt 4-1-1-3: PCMAX without adding MPR, AMPR and PMPR
· Huawei (1)
One company identified another aspect related to UE behavior which should be clarified.
Issue 4-1-2: Based on the company views expressed to Issue 4-1-1, the round 2 discussion can take Alt 4-1-1-2 as the baseline to further discuss whether to implement the decision as an LS to RAN2, a specification change, or both. The company comment related to UE behavior should also be taken into account.
It is recommended to revise the draft LS in 06331 to capture any wording changes in the capability description and to follow the outcome of the Issue 4-1-2 discussion on whether/how to implement the decision.



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  

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

	R4-2006331
	To be revised

	R4-2008157
R4-2008158 (CAT-A)
	To be not pursued



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 4-1-2: Implementing the RAN4 decision on reference maximum transmission power
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised draft LS:
R4-2006331	[draft] LS on clarification for the definition of the UL duty cycle
					Type: LS out		For: Approval
					to RAN2
					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008418 (from R4-2006331).

R4-2008418	[draft] LS on clarification for the definition of the UL duty cycle
					Type: LS out		For: Approval
					to RAN2
					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.
The draft LS proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the draft LS, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	



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”

	R4-2008418
	Agreeable




Topic #5: WRC-19 outcome
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2006329
	Apple Inc.
	WRC-19 resolutions and impact to NR bands
Observation []: 1a: To protect the EESS band, WRC19 defined new requirements, -5dBm/200MHz, that have to be supported by UEs brought into service after 1 September 2027. This limit does not apply to UEs brought into use prior that date, for which 1dBm/200MHz requirement applies.
Observation []: 1b: EU has aligned its requirements with WRC19, i.e. same requirement of -5dBm/200MHz applies. However, new requirements shall be supported by UEs brought into use after 1 January 2024.
Observation []: 1c: From the 3GPP perspective, new requirements impact band n257 and n258.
Observation []: 2a: Since -8dBm/200MHz requirement is not needed in EU, it would be more beneficial to change NS_201 to -5dBm/200MHz.
Observation []: 2b: NS_201 will apply for both band n258 and band n257.
Observation 3: For band n258, a new NS value can be added to enable 1dBm/200MHz requirement.
Proposal []: 1a: As a baseline, adopt Option 2 from WF R4-2005738, i.e. no -8dBm/200MHz requirement.
Proposal []: 1b: Change NS_201 from -8dBm/200MHz to -5dBm/200MHz enabling it for both n257 and n258.
Proposal []: 2a: Do not add new NS capability signalling.
Proposal []: 2b: Add new NS values in Rel-X so that the network knows whether a UE supports a particular NS value or not.
Proposal 3: It is mandatory for a UE designed against Rel-X to support all NS values defined in the Rel-X version of the specification and which correspond to the bands which the UE supports.

	R4-2006785
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	CR to 38.101-2: NS_202 update after changes to EU regulations
CR to 38.101-2 #
Add n257, n258 to NS_202 effectivity lists
Update NS_202 with new EU lower EESS protection limit 
Replace ‘lower band edge’ with absolute value of 24.25 GHz to make the AMPR framework band agnostic
Removal of -8 dBm/200 MHz requirement from general co-ex requirements for CA (table 6.5A.3-1). These emissions requirements are already captured as additional emissions requirements (NS_201), and there is no foreseen use for this requirement anymore, after EU change (see #2)

	R4-2006786
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	CR to 38.101-2: NS_202 update after changes to EU regulations

	R4-2006787
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Incorporating WRC19 resolutions into FR2 specifications
Observation 1: It is beneficial to prepare for introduction of an emissions limit of +1 dBm/200 MHz in the lower EESS band and a subsequent tightening of the limit to -5 dBm/200 MHz
Observation 2: EU can persist with existing NS_202 for the foreseeable future
Observation 3: It is beneficial to prepare for introduction of an emissions limit of +7 dBm/1000 MHz and -13 dBm/MHz in the upper EESS band
Observation 4: n257 UE requirements can absorb the +1 dBm/ 200 MHz emissions limit as general requirements without impacting compliance
Observation 5: n259 UE requirements can absorb NS_205 emissions limit as general requirements without impacting compliance
Observation 6: The IE MultiFrequencyBandListNR-SIB provides the necessary framework in the standard to accommodate rolling changes to additional emissions requirements into initial access procedures
Observation 7: The RF parameter IE modifiedMPR-Behaviour provides the necessary framework in the standard to preserve UE functionality during cell handover procedures across changes in emissions requirements

	R4-2006788
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	dCR to 38.101-2: Introduction of NS flags and A-MPR from WRC19 Resolutions
CR to 38.101-2 #draft
This draft CR provides AMPR framework and values if RAN4 elects to introduce new NS flags for UEs to stay compliant with future emissions requirements. These new NS values shall be optionally implemented by UE vendors. Optionality allows UE vendors to delay support of future emissions requirements to safeguard performance levels of legacy UEs

Introduce emissions requirements in 6.5.3 and 6.5A.3
Introduce A-MPR to protect upper and lower EESS bands per WRC19 recommendations

	R4-2006790
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	On obsolescence of NS_201
Proposal []: NS_201 and CA_NS_201 shall be declared obsolete in release independent manner.

	R4-2007077
	OPPO
	Further on NS value report
Observation 1: RAN4 needs to clarify whether the NS values are mandatory or optional.
Observation 2: Introducing explicit NS signaling by reusing modifiedMPR still has the NBC issue.
Observation 3: No clear benefit is observed by reusing modifiedMPR but added ambiguity in signaling interpretation.
Observation 4: Limit introducing NS values at the start of Rel-X lose the flexibility of introducing NS values.
Proposal 1: Introduce the feature of reporting new NS values with new capability design in Rel-16, while make the newly introduced NS values optional.

	R4-2008277
	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	CR for EESS protection for n257
NOTE: document not available

	R4-2008278
	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	CR for EESS protection for n257
NOTE: document not available

	R4-2008279
	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	[draft] LS for handling of WRC resolution
NOTE: document not available

	R4-2008281
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	WRC-19 resolution for n257 and n259
Observation 1: Alt 1-3 captured in WF [1] may cause a situation UE would violate the regulation.
Observation 2: Alt 2 captured in WF [1] would make an ambiguous of signalling structure.
Proposal 1: Alt 1-1 or Alt 1-2 captured in WF [1] should be taken.
Proposal 2: A-MPR is not needed for 1dBm/200MHz for n257 and 7dBm/1GHz for n259.
Proposal 3: CR for n259 [8] should be agreed.

	R4-2008163
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for modified MPR on NS_201
CR to 38.101-2 #0199 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
AMPR for NS_201 is modified in TS 38.101 f70 compared with previous version. 


Summary of change: 
Adding modifed MPR/AMPR bit for NS_201 AMPR. 


Consequences if not approved: 
UEs support the modified AMPR for NS_201 can not indicate to the network. 


Clauses affected: 
H.1

	R4-2008164
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for modified MPR_Rel-16



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: Common understanding of regulatory requirements
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 5-1-1: Whether to keep the -8 dBm/200 MHz requirement in the specification
· Proposals
· Alt 5-1-1-1: Requirement is needed (Option 1 from WF R4-2005738)
· Alt 5-1-1-2: Requirement is not needed (Option 2 from WF R4-2005738)
Issue 5-1-2: How to capture the common understanding in the specification
· Proposal: Update NS_202 to include harmonic requirement and +1 dBm/200 MHz (according to CRs in 06785, 06786) and declare NS_201 obsolete (according to 06790)
Issue 5-1-3: Handling modified MPR behavior for NS_201
· Proposal: Introduce modified MPR on NS_201 to 38.101-2 (according to CRs in 08163, 08164)
Sub-topic 5-2: Related to A-MPR and NS
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 5-2-1: Reaching a common understanding on the needed A-MPR to comply with relevant additional regulation in FR2
A summary of just the proposed A-MPR values in 06788 is captured below:
	Band
	Requirement
	A-MPR for PC1
	A-MPR for PC2
	A-MPR for PC3
	A-MPR for PC4

	n258
	Protected range: 23.6 - 24.0 GHz
Limit:
+1 dBm/200 MHz

	3.0 if Offset frequency < BWchannel, 0.0 otherwise
	0
	0
	0

	n257
	
	0 (absorb as general requirement)
	0 (absorb as general requirement)
	0 (absorb as general requirement)
	0 (absorb as general requirement)

	n258
	Protected range: 23.6 - 24.0 GHz
Limit:
-5 dBm/200 MHz

	7.0 if Offset frequency < BWchannel, 6.0 otherwise
	1.0 if Offset frequency < BWchannel, 0.0 otherwise
	1.0 if Offset frequency < BWchannel, 0.0 otherwise
	1.0 if Offset frequency < BWchannel, 0.0 otherwise

	n257
	
	
	
	
	

	n260
	Protected range: 36.0 to 37.0 GHz
Limit: 
+7 dBm/1000 MHz and -13 dBm/1 MHz

	>0 for low edge allocations (see below) 
	>0 for low edge allocations (see below) 
	>0 for low edge allocations (see below) 
	>0 for low edge allocations (see below) 

	n259
	
	0 (absorb as general requirement)
	0 (absorb as general requirement)
	0 (absorb as general requirement)
	0 (absorb as general requirement)



Low edge allocation definition (from 06788):
RBstart < BWchannel/10 MHz
RBstart  LCRB/2
Offset frequency < 10% of BWchannel
Where: Offset frequency is defined as the frequency from 37.0 GHz to the lower channel edge 
	
	BWchan (MHz)

	
	50
	100
	200
	400

	PC1 A-MPR(dB)
	16.0
	14.0
	7.0
	6.0

	PC2/3/4 A-MPR (dB)
	12.0
	10.0
	3.0
	2.0



Recommended WF: companies are encouraged to consider the aspects related to A-MPR in this summary and to share feedback on the following proposals:
· Which A-MPR values and related allocation restrictions can already be confirmed based on the data available?
· Which A-MPR values and related allocation restrictions need further evaluation?
· dCR in 06788 can be postponed until the second round, when a decision can be made based on the first round outcome
Sub-topic 5-3: How to resolve the issues identified in the background slides of WF R4-2005738
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 5-3-1: Common understanding on the general solution
· Proposals
· Alt 5-3-1-1: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network (introduce a new signaling feature)
· Alt 5-3-1-2: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network (reuse modifiedMPR bits)
· Alt 5-3-1-3: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network, such that supporting of NS values is optional
· Alt 5-3-1-4: Delay introduction of new NS until beginning of Rel-X, such that it is mandatory for a UE designed against Rel-X to support all NS values defined in the Rel-X version of the specification and which correspond to the bands which the UE supports.
· Recommended WF:
· Companies are encouraged to converge on a common understanding
· The mechanism of implementing the solution in the specification can be further discussed during the second round based on the outcome of the first round discussion
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Issue
	Comments

	Issue 5-1-1: Whether to keep the -8 dBm/200 MHz requirement in the specification
	OPPO: Alt 5-1-1-2, Requirement is not needed
T-Mobile USA: Alt 5-1-1-2: Requirement is not needed
Qualcomm: Related to issue 5-1-3, we are not aware of a current regulatory requirement that motivates NS_201
Huawei: Alt 5-1-1-2, Requirement is not needed. EU regulation already made changes of -5dBm/200kHz 
Ericsson: Alt 5-1-1-2, the requirement not applicable.
Apple: Alt 5-1-1-2, i.e. -8dBm/200MHz requirement is not needed

	Issue 5-1-2: How to capture the common understanding in the specification
	OPPO: ok with the proposal.
Ericsson: OK
NTT DOCOMO, INC. 
>dCR in 06788 can be postponed until the second round, when a decision can be made based on the first round outcome
We are OK to postpone dCR in 06788 until second round. As agreed in R4-2005738, resolution of the newly introduced NS issue and introduction of new NS is a package agreement, and thus CR including these two aspects shall be agreed at the same time.
APPLE: It is ok to add the harmonic requirement and 1dBm/200MHz to NS_202. However, we cannot see strong reasons to obsolete NS_201. As suggested in our paper, it is possible to re-cast NS_201 from -8dBm to -5dBm/200MHz without any backward compatible issues.

	Issue 5-1-3: Handling modified MPR behavior for NS_201
	Nokia: In CR R4-2006485 there is a proposal to use this bit 0 to indicate the enhanced MPR for bands n257, n258, n260, n261. This change may not be necessary as only PC1 is changed and there is no legacy.
Huawei: the CR is for Rel-15,  the changes for Rel-16 can use other bit to indicate the modified MPR
Ericsson: OK but the descriptive specification text in the CR in 8163 shall be the same as in 7038 (obviously excepting the definition of the bit in 38.101-2). Revise.

	Issue 5-2-1: Reaching a common understanding on the needed A-MPR to comply with relevant additional regulation in FR2
	OPPO: Regarding CR 06788, about introducing the new NS which is applied after 202X year, how to make sure these NS values are optional for UEs to support before that is something need to be considered since there is discussion on whether the NS values are all mandatory or not.
Huawei: Further check in 2nd round
Ericsson: the CR in 6788 would work as is (without dates). Conditions on manufacturing dates of when a product is brought into use would not work, regional regulations may make different interpretations. In e.g. European harmonised standards such conditions would not make sense, any limit would most likely be based on when the product is based on the market. The most straightforward and perhaps the only possible solution to avoid ambiguity is that all UEs support the new (more stringent) limits and associated NS value as soon as possible (now). The said new limit could then be triggered by signalling the corresponding NS value in 2027. Moreover, there would be no backwards compatibility issues.
All NS values specified for a band specified in a given release are mandatory (global specification).


	Issue 5-3-1: Common understanding on the general solution
	OPPO: Support Alt 5-3-1-3: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network, such that supporting of NS values is optional.
In our understanding, with the NS values reported it is not necessary to mandatory UE to support the newly introduced NS values anymore and there is no problem for UEs in the NW. 
We noticed that an example is given in R4-2008281 to discuss the potential problem if the NS values are optional even with NS reporting, i.e. NW cannot distinguish newly designed UEs still follow legacy NS requirements. In our understanding, this problem is not necessarily to be worried and it can be solved by UE certification. For example, in 202X, the new NS values is come into use, then the RAN5 test cases and GCF certification will follow new NS requirements from that time, all the UEs come into the market if support the NS then will be certified according to the new NS requirements. This is the usual handling of RAN5 test cases and GCF UE certification, and can be continue used here.
T-Mobile USA: Support Alt 5-3-1-2; if Alt 5-3-1-2 is not aggregable, we can accept Alt 5-3-1-1.
Intel: Support Alt 5-3-1-2: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network (reuse modifiedMPR bits)
Qualcomm –Down-selection of alternatives may be possible if we establish common understanding of the problematic operational scenarios and their respective desirable outcomes. R4-2008281 lists some of the scenarios to consider. We also need to discuss how 3GPP should interpret date a UE is ‘brought into use’. Also, testing consideration may help differentiate one type of solution from another (optional /mandatory NS vs mandatory with release x.y).
Huawei: Support Alt 5-3-1-3
Ericsson: Alt 5-3-1-2.
NTT DOCOMO, INC.: Support Alt 5-3-1-2.
>OPPO
Thank you for your suggestion. If supporting new NS is optional, considering UEs roaming into NW where both legacy NS and new NS are operated, how do we distinguish legacy UEs which don’t have to meet new NS requirement and new UEs which need to meet new NS requirement? Our concern is that there is a risk that the NW allow new UEs not supporting new NS to connect under legacy NS although the UEs do not support new NS and would violate regulatory.
APPLE: We prefer Alt 5-3-1-4, i.e. delay introduction of NS values so that UEs starting from Rel-x will support them. And this is also how the network will know whether a particular UE supports new NS values to avoid potential issues during NSA reconfigurations.


 
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

	
	

	YYY
	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:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	5-1
	Issue 5-1-1: There is consensus around Alt 5-1-1-2: Requirement is not needed (Option 2 from WF R4-2005738)
Issue 5-1-2: There is consensus around at least including the harmonic requirement and 1 dBm/200 MHz with NS_202 (according to CRs in 06785, 06786). One company raised a concern with declaring NS_201 obsolete (according to 06790), and two companies are fine with the proposal.
CRs in 06785, 06786 seem agreeable, and further discussion around the proposal to declare NS_201 obsolete is recommended.
Issue 5-1-3: It is recommended to revise the CR in 08163 to take companies’ comments into account

	5-2
	Issue 5-2-1: No specific concerns were raised with the proposed A-MPR values, as they were summarized from the CR in 06788.  It is recommended to take this information into account during the second round of discussion.

	5-3
	Issue 5-3-1: The following company preferences can be captured:
· Alt 5-3-1-1: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network (introduce a new signaling feature)
· T-Mobile USA (can accept)
· Alt 5-3-1-2: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network (reuse modifiedMPR bits)
· T-Mobile USA, Intel, Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO
· Alt 5-3-1-3: Explicit signaling for a UE to report newly supported NS value(s) for a legacy band to the network, such that supporting of NS values is optional
· OPPO, Huawei
· Alt 5-3-1-4: Delay introduction of new NS until beginning of Rel-X, such that it is mandatory for a UE designed against Rel-X to support all NS values defined in the Rel-X version of the specification and which correspond to the bands which the UE supports.
· Apple
It is recommended to focus the second round of discussion on down-selecting the alternatives as well as addressing the companies’ comments.  As clarified by NTT DOCOMO:  as agreed in R4-2005738, resolution of the newly introduced NS issue and introduction of new NS is a package agreement, and thus CR including these two aspects shall be agreed at the same time. Toward that end, a WF can be useful to progress the discussion.




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

	#1
	WF on WRC-19 outcome and impact on RAN4 specifications
	NTT DOCOMO





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

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

	R4-2006785
R4-2006786 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2008163
R4-2008164 (CAT-A)
	To be revised

	R4-2006788
R4-2006789 (CAT-A)
	To be further discussed



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 5-1-3: Handling modified MPR behavior for NS_201
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
R4-2008163	CR for modified MPR_Rel-15
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.1	  CR-0199  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Huawei, HiSilicon
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008419 (from R4-2008163).

R4-2008419	CR for modified MPR_Rel-15
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.1	  CR-0199  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Huawei, HiSilicon
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.

R4-2008164	CR for modified MPR_Rel-16
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v16.3.1	  CR-0200  Cat: A (Rel-16)

					Source: Huawei, HiSilicon
Discussion: 
.
Decision: 		The document was not treated.
The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	



Issue 5-2-1: Reaching a common understanding on the needed A-MPR to comply with relevant additional regulation in FR2
Companies are encouraged to provide further comments based on the CR in 06788.  The CR proponent is ecouraged to share updated revisions of the CR, if applicable.
	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	[Same comment in R4-2008410, reproduce here]
Regarding CR 06788, we have commented in 1st round about the applicability of new NS values (NS_204) which is included in the CR. More specifically, this new NS value actually is not required now around the world until 2024 in EU and 2027 in JP/US, then if introduced now in 3GPP specs, it means UEs has to comply with it but this is unnecessary since no regulatory requires this. Therefore, in our view, this NS value (not be requirement in any regulations now) should either not been introduced in the spec until there is some region requires this or introduced in the spec but make it clear that this NS value is optional then once there is regulation requires this the optionality could be removed.
We noticed there is comment that we are defining global requirements, but it does not mean we need to introduce future requirements to limit UEs now.



WF on WRC-19 outcome and impact on RAN4 specifications
The following tdoc has been allocated to capture the WF:
R4-2008410           WF on WRC-19 outcome and impact on RAN4 specifications
					Type: others		For: Approval
Source: NTT DOCOMO

Discussion: 
.
Decision:                    Return to.
The WF proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the WF, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	Regarding CR 06788, we have commented in 1st round about the applicability of new NS values (NS_204) which is included in the CR. More specifically, this new NS value actually is not required now around the world until 2024 in EU and 2027 in JP/US, then if introduced now in 3GPP specs, it means UEs has to comply with it but this is unnecessary since no regulatory requires this. Therefore, in our view, this NS value (not be requirement in any regulations now) should either not been introduced in the spec until there is some region requires this or introduced in the spec but make it clear that this NS value is optional then once there is regulation requires this the optionality could be removed.
We noticed there is comment that we are defining global requirements, but it does not mean we need to introduce future requirements to limit UEs now.

	Apple
	On slide #7 (WF1) we would like to consider the option of repurposing NS_201 to signal the -5 dBm/200 MHz requirement for UEs compliant with the WRC-19 regulation.  Also, we should refer to A-MPR values rather than the entire CR in 6788 as agreeable.
Toward that end, we also suggest adding a slide with the table of A-MPR values to make the agreement clear:  added slide #9 after WF2.
We have uploaded a revision of the draft WF with these edits.

	Qualcomm
	We prefer not to re-purpose existing but disused NS. We can revisit if a band is running short of NS flags. Also, we would like to continue to study if it is beneficial to  tie NS mandatory status to specific releases. Finally, we would also like to establish common understanding in RAN4 of WRC19 phrase ‘brought into use’



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”

	R4-2008419
R4-2008164 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2006788
	To be postponed until next meeting

	R4-2006789
	Withdrawn

	R4-2008410
	Revised in R4-2009141

	R4-2009141
	Agreeable




Topic #6: Other FR2 Tx corrections
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2006150
	Anritsu Corporation, Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	CR on ACLR MBW definition in FR2
CR to 38.101-2 #0146
1) Modify FR2 MBW according to FR1 method where:
    - the assigned NR channel power remains centered on the assigned channel frequency,
    - the adjacent NR channel power remains centered on the NR channel frequency at  nominal channel spacing,
and the MBW is increased by 1 SCS of the SCS that corresponds to the lowest guard-band of the channel bandwidth.
i.e. Add one SCS of the following SCS to the NR channel measurement bandwidth in Table 6.5.2.3-1: 
60 kHz to 50 MHz Channel BW, 120 kHz to 100, 200 and 400 MHz CBW.
2) Remove “.0” after +100/-100 MHz adjacent channel centre frequency offset.
Move the unit “MHz” at the row “NR channel measurement bandwidth” from each cell to item name cell.  

	R4-2006151
	Anritsu Corporation, Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	CR on ACLR MBW definition in FR2

	R4-2006355
	Apple Inc.
	Draft CR to 38.101-2 on correction of reference point for beam correspondence side conditions
CR to 38.101-2 #0150 v15.9.0
Reason for change: 
Tables 6.6.4.2-1 and 6.6.4.2-2 specify the side conditions for the beam correspondence test with values defined at the â€œreference point.â€ This term, however, is not defined in TS38.101-2. The term is defined for RRM testing methodology in TR38.810, Figure 6.2.1.4.2-1. The reference point is defined as the radiated interface boundary of the UE. Since the term â€œradiated interface boundaryâ€ is defined in TS38.101-2, the beam correspondence side conditions need to be corrected to refer to the radiated interface boundary. 


Summary of change: 
Change 1: define the term â€œradiated requirements reference pointâ€ 
Change 2: correct â€œreference pointâ€ to â€œradiated interface boundaryâ€ in the beam correspondence side conditions 


Consequences if not approved: 
The side conditions for the beam correspondence requirement are not clear. 


Clauses affected: 
3.1, 6.6.4.3.1

	R4-2006356
	Apple Inc.
	CR to 38.101-2 on correction of reference point for beam correspondence side conditions R16

	R4-2006427
	Samsung
	CR to TS38.101-2 on Rel-15 beam correspondence
CR to 38.101-2 #0153 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
â€¢ When defining beam correspondence requirements, the beam correspondence capability IE name was not fixed, so just â€œ[bit-1]â€ and â€œ[bit-0]â€ are used in RAN4 specs. It is necessary to replace with the exact beam correspondence capablity IE, i.e., beamCorrespondenceWithoutUL-BeamSweeping 
â€¢ In the side condition tables for beam correspondence, the PSD values are obtained based on spherical coverage, but the multi-band relaxation factors for RX beam peak (Î£MBP) and spherical coverage (Î£MBS) are both applied in Note 1. For UEs that support multiple FR2 bands, the PSD values should be increased by Î£MBS for all angles. 
â€¢ In the side conditon table for CSI-RS based beam correspondence, SSB is wrongly used. 


Summary of change: 
â€¢ Explicityly apply beam correspondence cability IE beamCorrespondenceWithoutUL-BeamSweeping in beam correspodnence requirements 
â€¢ Remove the multi-band relaxation factors for RX beam peak (Î£MBP) and apply Î£MBS for all angles in Note 1 of Table 6.6.4.3.1-1 and Table 6.6.4.3.1-2 
â€¢ Change â€œSSBâ€ to â€œCSI-RSâ€ in Note 2 of Table 6.6.4.3.1-2 


Consequences if not approved: 
Beam corresponce specification has errors. 


Clauses affected: 
6.6.4



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: ACLR MBW
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 6-1-1: Correction of ACLR MBW
· Proposal: ACLR MBW definition in FR2 according to CRs in 06150, 06151
· Recommended WF: proposed CRs implement the agreement on this issue from the last meeting

Sub-topic 6-2: Beam correspondence corrections
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 6-2-1: Correct the following errors (other than reference point) in the BC requirement:
· Proposals (according to CR in 06427)
· Explicitly apply beam correspondence cability IE beamCorrespondenceWithoutUL-BeamSweeping in beam correspodnence requirements
· Remove the multi-band relaxation factors for RX beam peak (∆MBP) and apply ∆MBS for all angles in Note 1 of Table 6.6.4.3.1-1 and Table 6.6.4.3.1-2
· Change “SSB” to “CSI-RS” in Note 2 of Table 6.6.4.3.1-2
NOTE: a Rel-16 Cat-A CR is needed if the Rel-15 correction is agreed
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Issue
	Comments

	Issue 6-1-1: Correction of ACLR MBW
	Samsung: per discussion of last meeting, Anritsu CR (6150) is agreeable

	Issue 6-2-1: Correct errors (other than reference point) in the BC requirement
	OPPO: ok with the changes.
Samsung: thanks moderator for the note. A Rel-16 Cat-A CA is needed if this CR is agreeable.
Apple: we are OK with the proposed changes


 
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.
The following CRs have been endorsed as draft CRs during the last meeting and are recommended for agreement during the 1st round
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2006355
R4-2006356
(CAT A)
	Samsung: it seems that the changes and coverage page contents are not matching. Maybe the cover page text need to be updated to align with the changes.

	
	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:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	6-1
	Issue 6-1-1: CR in 06150 seems agreeable
Issue 6-2-1: CR in 06427 seems agreeable, and a new tdoc for the CAT-A CR has been allocated (R4-2008377)



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  

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

	R4-2006355
R4-2006356
(CAT-A)
	To be revised (to address the cover page issue)

	R4-2006150
R4-2006151 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2006427
R4-2008377 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable (NOTE: R4-2008377 is a new tdoc)



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
R4-2006355	CR to 38.101-2 on correction of reference point for beam correspondence side conditions
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.0	  CR-0150  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008420 (from R4-2006355).

R4-2008420	CR to 38.101-2 on correction of reference point for beam correspondence side conditions
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.0	  CR-0150  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.

R4-2006356	CR to 38.101-2 on correction of reference point for beam correspondence side conditions R16
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v16.3.1	  CR-0151  Cat: A (Rel-16)

					Source: Apple Inc.
Discussion: 
.
Decision: 		The document was not treated.
The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	




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”

	R4-2008420
R4-2006356 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable




Topic #7: FR2 Rx corrections
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2008161
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for intra-band CA DL RF requirements
CR to 38.101-2 #0197 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
For intra-band CA maximum input level, ACS and IBB requirement, power of the wanted signal for each CC should be defined with equal PSD. 


Summary of change: 
For intra-band CA maximum input level, ACS and IBB requirement, power of the wanted signal is clarified with equal PSD. 


Consequences if not approved: 
The intra-band CA maximum input level, ACS and IBB requriement is not clear. 


Clauses affected: 
7.4A, 7.5A, 7.6A

	R4-2008162
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR for intra-band CA DL Rx requirement-FR2_Rel-16

	R4-2006825
	MediaTek Inc.
	CR for TS 38.101-2: Clarifications on transmitter power for receiver requirements
CR to 38.101-2 #0173 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
â€¢ Transmitter output power setting for Rx maximum input power level was proposed to be revised to 4dB below PUMAX based on the approved WF R4-2005215 in last RAN4 e-meeting. 
â€¢ Transmitter output power setting is not defined for Rx adjacent channel selectivity. 
â€¢ Transmitter output power setting is not defined for Rx in-band blocking. 


Summary of change: 
â€¢ Changes made below are based on Option 1 in the approved WF R4-2005215 in last RAN4 e-meeting. 
â€¢ Revise Table 7.4-1 NOTE 1 transmitter output power setting by removing the â€œlower limitâ€. 
â€¢ Revise Table 7.4A.1-1 NOTE 1 transmitter output power setting by removing the â€œlower limitâ€. 
â€¢ Add NOTE 4 in Table 7.5-2 to define the transmitter output power setting for ACS case 1. 
â€¢ Add NOTE 3 in Table 7.5-3 to define the transmitter output power setting for ACS case 2. 
â€¢ Add NOTE 4 in Table 7.5A.1-2 to define the transmitter output power setting for ACS case 1 (CA). 
â€¢ Add NOTE 4 in Table 7.5A.1-3 to define the transmitter output power setting for ACS case 2 (CA). 
â€¢ Add NOTE 7 in Table 7.6.2-1 to define the transmitter output power setting for in-band blocking. 
â€¢ Add NOTE 7 in Table 7.6A.2.1-1 to define the transmitter output power setting for in-band blocking (CA). 


Consequences if not approved: 
Transmitter output power setting is not clearly defined or missing in Rx requirements. 


Clauses affected: 
7.4, 7.4A, 7.5, 7.5A, 7.6.2, 7.6A.2

	R4-2006826
	MediaTek Inc.
	CR for TS 38.101-2: Clarifications on transmitter power for receiver requirements

	R4-2008009
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	ACS requirement correction
CR to 38.101-2 #0193 v16.3.1
Reason for change: 
Cat A CR 0110 (R4-2000696) was not properly implemented. 


Summary of change: 
Fix the requirement according to the agreed CR. 


Consequences if not approved: 
Wrong requirement remains. 


Clauses affected: 
7.5, 7.5A



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 7-1: Tx power for FR2 Rx requirements
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 7-1-1: Correction of Tx power for FR2 Rx requirements
· Proposal: Select Option 1 from the approved WF R4-2005215 in last RAN4 e-meeting and according to the CRs in 06825, 06826

Sub-topic 7-2: Other corrections
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 7-2-1: Correction of improper Cat-A CR implementation on ACS
· Proposal: according to CR in 08009
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Issue
	Comments

	Issue 7-1-1: Correction of Tx power for FR2 Rx requirements
	

	Issue 7-2-1: Correction of improper Cat-A CR implementation on ACS
	


 
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.
The following CRs have been endorsed as draft CRs during the last meeting and are recommended for agreement during the 1st round
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2008161
R4-2008162
(CAT A)
	NTT DOCOMO, INC. This PSD assumption is same with LTE CA case?

	
	

	
	



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:

	7-1
	Issue 7-1-1: No comments were captured, and CRs in 06825, 06826 seem agreeable
Issue 7-1-2: No comments were captured, and the CR in 08009 seems agreeable



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  

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

	R4-2008161
R4-2008162
(CAT-A)
	Agreeable (the changes proposed in the CR are identical to the draft CR in R4-2005726, which was endorsed during RAN4 #94bis-e)

	R4-2006825
R4-2006826 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2008009
	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 #8: RMC corrections
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	tdoc
	source
	title and views

	R4-2007279
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	CR to K1 value in Annex A.3.3 of 38.101-2
CR to 38.101-2 #0189 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
Current version 38.101-2 spec defines the the number of slots between PDSCH and corresponding HARQ-ACK information (k1 value) such that the RAN1 defined PDSCH processing timeline cannot be met for certain slots 


Summary of change: 
Updated the k1 value in Table A.3.3.1-1 of Annex A inline with core spec 



Consequences if not approved: 
UE might violate the RAN1 PDSCH processing timeline 


Clauses affected: 
Annex A.3.3

	R4-2006962
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Correction to FR2 QPSK UL RMC
CR to 38.101-2 #0182 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
The TBS size for QPSK UL RMCs with 1 RB allocation are incorrect. 


Summary of change: 
Correct TBS size from 56 to 48 bits. 


Consequences if not approved: 
Wrong information remains in the spec. 


Clauses affected: 
Annex A.3.1

	R4-2006963
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Correction to FR2 QPSK UL RMC

	R4-2006964
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Correction of Rel-16 UL RMCs
CR to 38.101-2 #0184 v16.3.1
Reason for change: 
The CP-OFDM UL RMCs are referencing to the incorrect tables in 38.214. The error also only exists in Rel-16 specifications. 


Summary of change: 
Corrected table reference 


Consequences if not approved: 
References remain incorrect 


Clauses affected: 
Annex A.3.1

	R4-2008252
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	On PTRS configuration for EVM requirement
Observation 1: PTRS is introduced in NR for compensating the CPE which generated mainly by frequency oscillators.
Observation 2: The phase noise of the PLL is already studied in NR and PN model has been captured in TR 38.803 with two options.
Observation 3: PTRS on FR2 is highly important feature to avoid performance loss, it is already specified in TS 38.104 and TS 38.101-4 for PUSCH and PDSCH test.
Proposal 1: Introducing uplink PTRS configuration for FR2 RF requirement RMC.
Proposal 2: The uplink PTRS configuration for FR2 RF requirement RMC shall be defined as below:

	R4-2008253
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on PTRS configuration for UL RMC
CR to 38.101-2 #0204 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
In FR2, UE is mandatory to support the PTRS to evaluate on the phase noise, while PTRS is not configured for FR2 in EVM test. 



Summary of change: 
PTRS configuration is added for EVM. 


Consequences if not approved: 
The spec is not correct. 


Clauses affected: 
6.4.2.1, A.2

	R4-2008254
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on PTRS configuration for UL RMC

	R4-2006957
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Update of CSI-RS definition for FR2 DL RMCs
CR to 38.101-2 #0180 v15.9.1
Reason for change: 
The definition of the CSI-RS used for tracking are incomplete and further parameters need to be defined. 


Summary of change: 
Add missing parameters to CSi_RS definition 


Consequences if not approved: 
CSI-RS definition remains incomplete 


Clauses affected: 
Annex A.3.1

	R4-2006958
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Update of CSI-RS definition for FR2 DL RMCs



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 8-1: FR2 DL RMCs
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 8-1-1: Number of slots between PDSCH and corresponding HARQ-ACK information
· Proposal: Update the k1 value in Table A.3.3.1-1 of Annex A inline with core spec, according to CR in 07279
· NOTE: if CR in 07279 is agreed, then a corresponding Cat-A CR is needed
Issue 8-1-2: CSI-RS definition for FR2 DL RMCs
· Proposal: Update CSI-RS definition for FR2 DL RMCs according to CRs in 06957, 06958

Sub-topic 8-2: FR2 UL RMCs
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 8-2-1: FR2 QPSK UL RMC
· Proposal: Correct TBS size from 56 to 48 bits, according to CRs in 06962, 06963
Issue 8-2-2: CP-OFDM UL RMCs
· Proposal: (Rel-16 only) Correct table reference for CP-OFDM UL RMCs, according to CR in 06964
Issue 8-2-3: PTRS configuration for UL RMC
· Proposal: Correct PTRS configuration for UL RMC according to CRs in 08252, 08253

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

	Issue 8-1-1: Number of slots between PDSCH and corresponding HARQ-ACK information
	

	Issue 8-1-2: CSI-RS definition for FR2 DL RMCs
	

	Issue 8-2-1: FR2 QPSK UL RMC
	Rohde & Schwarz: We would like to revise the CR, based on QC offline comments, there is an additional error in the 60 kHz SCS tables, the TBS value for 16RB is incorrect and should be 808.
Qualcomm: There seems to be an unrelated error: for 60kHz SCS and 16RB allocation, TBS size should be 808 instead of 768. If acceptable to R+S, this would be a good opportunity to clean up this error also (thank you R+S)

	Issue 8-2-2: CP-OFDM UL RMCs
	

	Issue 8-2-3: PTRS configuration for UL RMC
	Qualcomm: The chairman had treated this subject in RAN4#92Bis and recommended that this specific change not be pursued for Rel-15. Status of CR R4-1912406 was ‘noted’ as a result.
Huawei: RMC for Rel-15 is still under discussion, the changes do not change the core requirements. PTRS configuration is already supported in TS 38.101-4.
Apple: we support the changes proposed in R4-2008253


 
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

	
	

	YYY
	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:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	8-1
	Issue 8-1-1: No concerns were captured, and the CR in 07279 seems agreeable. A corresponding CAT-A CR is needed.
Issue 8-1-2: No concerns were captured, and CRs in 06957, 06958 seem agreeable

	8-2
	Issue 8-2-1: A revision of 06962 is recommended
Issue 8-2-2: No concerns were captured, and the CR in 06964 is agreeable
Issue 8-2-3: Further discussion is recommended to understand the technical concerns with the proposed changes in the CR (08253)



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  

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

	R4-2007279
	Agreeable; A corresponding CAT-A CR is needed.

	R4-2006957
R4-2006958 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2006962
R4-2006963 (CAT-A)
	To be revised

	R4-2006964
	Agreeable

	R4-2008253
R4-2008254 (CAT-A)
	To be further discussed



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 8-2-1: FR2 QPSK UL RMC
The following tdocs have been allocated to capture the revised CRs:
R4-2006962	Correction to FR2 QPSK UL RMC
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.1	  CR-0182  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Rohde & Schwarz
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Revised to R4-2008422 (from R4-2006962).

R4-2008422	Correction to FR2 QPSK UL RMC
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v15.9.1	  CR-0182  Cat: F (Rel-15)

					Source: Rohde & Schwarz
Discussion: 
.
Decision:		Return to.

R4-2006963	Correction to FR2 QPSK UL RMC
					Type: CR		For: Agreement
					38.101-2 v16.3.1	  CR-0183  Cat: A (Rel-16)

					Source: Rohde & Schwarz
Discussion: 
.
Decision: 		The document was not treated.

The CR proponent is encouraged to share drafts of the revised CRs, and companies are encouraged to provide their feedback below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	



Issue 8-2-3: PTRS configuration for UL RMC
Companies are encouraged to provide further comments based on the CR in 08253.  The CR proponent is ecouraged to share updated revisions of the CR, if applicable.
	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	In our understanding, the proposed changes in 08253 relate to testing configuration and can be considered separately from the core requirements. We support the proposal and would like to understand more specifically the suggested impact on core requirements.

	Qualcomm
	The chairman’s guidance during online treatment in RAN4#92Bis was that the RMC change (as also proposed in 08253) would not be pursued because it impacts core requirement. 



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”

	R4-2008422
R4-2006963 (CAT-A)
	Agreeable

	R4-2008253
	Not pursued

	R4-2008254
	Withdrawn
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