3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting # 95-e 												R4-2008874
Electronic Meeting, 25 May – 5 June, 2020

Agenda item:			4.6.1
Source:	Moderator (Ericsson)
Title:	Email discussion summary for [95e][302] NR_maintenance_RF_BS
Document for:	Information
Introduction
The BS RF core spec TS 38.104 is stable and there are few contributions in this area. Contributions were submitted within the following Topics:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk33008132][bookmark: _Hlk41901571]EESS protection at 23.6 – 24 GHz
2. EESS protection at 36 – 37 GHz
3. Other maintenance
4. Resubmission of endorsed CRs
Topic #1 and #2 introduce new requirements, while the other topics concern corrections of existing requirements and editorials.

Topic #1: EESS protection (23.6 – 24 GHz)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary (CRs)
	T-doc number
	Company
	TITLE

	R4-2007123
R4-2007124 (Cat A)
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TS 38.104: Additional OTA unwanted emissions requirements for EESS protection

	R4-2007125
R4-2007126 (Cat A)
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TS 38.141-2: Additional OTA unwanted emissions requirements for EESS protection

	R4-2007300
R4-2007301 (Cat A)
	NEC
	CR to 38.104: Additional requirements for EESS protection

	R4-2007302
R4-2007303 (Cat A)
	NEC
	CR to 38.141-2: Additional requirements for EESS protection

	R4-2007519
R4-2007523 (Cat A)
	ZTE Corporation
	[BS RF][R15]CR to TS 38.104 on EESS protection

	R4-2007521
R4-2007525 (Cat A)
	ZTE Corporation
	[BS RF][R15]CR to TS 38.141-2 on EESS protection

	R4-2008107
R4-2008108 (Cat A)
	Ericsson
	CR to 38.104 on EESS protection for bands n257 and n258 (Rel-16)

	R4-2008109
R4-2008110 (Cat A)
	Ericsson
	CR to 38.141-2 on EESS protection for bands n257 and n258 (Rel-15)



Open issues summary
The CRs submitted are very similar and all address the same requirement. Differences in content and editorial structure are presented below for discussion in table format.
Sub-topic 1-1 Options for content
	Subject
	Proponent
	Proposal

	Note on phasing; Inclusion of “enters into force”
(core and conformance)
	Nokia
	Not included, reference to WRC-19 final acts.

	
	NEC
	Included for Note 1.

	
	ZTE 
	Included for Note 1.

	
	Ericsson
	Not included.

	Inclusion of Rx spurious limits 
(core and conformance)
	Nokia
	By reference for core
Explicitly included for conformance

	
	NEC
	Explicitly included for core and conformance

	
	ZTE 
	Explicitly included for core and conformance

	
	Ericsson
	By reference for core and conformance

	Annex C updates (conformance)
	Nokia
	Updated for 6.7.4 and 6.7.5.4

	
	NEC
	Not updated

	
	ZTE 
	Not updated

	
	Ericsson
	Updated for 6.7.4 and 6.7.5.4



Sub-topic 1-2 Editorial options
	Subject
	Proponent
	Proposal

	Inclusion of OTA test system uncertainty (conformance)
	Nokia
	New entry for 6.7.5.4 in Table 4.1.2.2-2

	
	NEC
	Entry 6.7.5 is made general for all Tx spurious

	
	ZTE 
	New entry for 6.7.5.4 in Table 4.1.2.2-2

	
	Ericsson
	New entry for 6.7.5.4 in Table 4.1.2.2-2

	Preamble for OBUE requirement 
(core and conformance)
	Nokia
	No change

	
	NEC
	No change

	
	ZTE 
	Added: “Besides, in case co-existence with Earth Exploration Satellite Servic, additional requirement in clause 9.7.4.3.4 shall apply.”

	
	Ericsson
	Added: “In addition, the limits in clause 9.7.4.3.4 may also apply.”

	Placement of notes for new requirement
(core and conformance)
	Nokia
	In “Limit” column

	
	NEC
	In separate “Notes” column

	
	ZTE 
	In “Limit” column

	
	Ericsson
	In “Limit” column for OBUE
In separate “Notes” column for spurious



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

	Samsung
	Sub topic 1-1: Note on phasing; Inclusion of “enters into force”: both reference and note are suggested to be added according to last meeting discussion.
Inclusion of Rx spurious limits: for Core part either option is OK. For perf spec, it is preferred to explicitly include the limit. 
Annex C updates (conformance): update is needed. 
Sub topic 1-2:
….
Others:

	Ericsson
	Subtopic 1-1 (content): 
Note on phasing: Ericsson believes that “enters into force” is not really needed. As a compromise, we could accept to have a reference to the WRC-19 final acts, though this is not desirable.
A question to Samsung: If a text about “enters into force” is included, can that text then be removed in the 2021-03 version of the specification, since clearly the new limits have then entered into force? 
Inclusion of Rx spurious limits: Ericsson prefers references for bot core and conformance specifications, since this is the way it has been handled in all previous specifications and it has worked out fine.
Sub-topic 1-2 (Editorials):
For the editorials, I would like to propose the Ericsson proposals as WF to make CRs consistent with the spec. I do this as specification Rapporteur rather than e-mail thread Moderator at this time. Please let me know if there are other views!

	ZTE
	Subtopic 1-1: 
Our view has been shown in the CR. For the removal of “enter into force” we agree that it can be removed after that date, however, if there are some place, e.g. in the TR, to capture all these actions and the reason will be good for tracing.
Subtopic 1-2:
For editorial corrections, we are ok rapporteur to take care.

	NEC
	Sub topic 1-1:
Note on phasing: We do not have strong opinion of inclusion of “enters into force” at this version. However, it shall be removed at least in 2021-03 version.
Annex C updates: Agree to update the table. However, for BS type 2-O, additional spurious requirements are EESS protection only. TT for additional spurious requirements could be 0 dB. In case RAN4 will define other additional requirements, we may differentiate TT for the EESS protection. 
Sub topic 1-2: 
We are ok that Rapporteur takes care of it.

	Samsung 
	Sub topic 1-1: to Ericsson’s question: yes, we agree that the note is not needed after that date. 

	Hauwei
	Sub topic 1-1: enters into force seems unnecessary, if we do not wish to include the requirement in 3GPP until then we should not include the requirements until then (this is not what I am suggesting). Reference the Tx table is ok for core, but test requirements should be written out in full (Nokia approach). Annex updates should be included.
Sub topic 1-2: OK with Rapporteur to decide, but I do not think the text “In addition, the limits in clause 9.7.4.3.4 may also apply.” In sub-clause 9.7.4.3.1 is necessary, we do not write this for the other optional additional requirements  

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 1-1: Agree with Huawei, NEC and Samsung that the text “enters into force” is not needed after January 2021. But what difference does it make to have the note in the spec between now and January 2021? Any BS manufactured during that time will anyway have to comply with those limits when in operation, since it will for sure not be turned off and taken out of service before January 2021. And after that date, the limits apply to ALL BS in operation. 

Question for Samsung: I again ask for an explanation of what information the text will add to the specification for vendors.
Sub topic 1-2: The present intro text only says that either clause 9.7.4.3.2 or clause 9.7.4.3.3 applies, a reference to the new clause 9.7.4.3.4 is therefore needed. 
Note that the wording is similar to previous specs.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	sub topic 1-1: We also do not see a need to include the information when exactly does the regulation enter into force, and we think that the such language is not really suitable for 3GPP specification. As some company saw this information necessary, as a compromise we have included a reference to WRC-19 outcome which includes the date information in our CR. This makes the date information part of the 3GPP specification content while simultaneously avoids the regulatory language in the specification.
We have used an explicit table in conformance specification to make all the test requirements available for test engineers conveniently in one clause.
Annex C update is needed.
Subtopic 1-2: It is ok to include the change to the preamble of OBUE requirements. We see the Ericsson approach is more general and therefore also more future-proof.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Sub topic 1-1: 
Annex C updates: As pointed out by NEC, it is enough to capture only TT=0dB for FR2 additional Tx spurious emissions.



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1-1
(content)
	[bookmark: _Hlk41901641]Note on phasing; Inclusion of “enters into force” (core and conformance)
Candidate options:
Option 0: Do not include the text “enters into force” in the Note.
Option 1: Include the text “enters into force” in the Note, with the agreement that it can be removed in the 2020-03 version of specification.
Option 2: Do not include the text “enters into force” in the Note, instead have a reference to the WRC-19 final acts.
Inclusion of Rx spurious limits (core and conformance)
Tentative agreements: 
Rx limits included by reference in core specification and explicitly in conformance spec.
Annex C updates (conformance)
Tentative agreements: 
Annex C is updated with a new entry for 6.7.5.4, but it only contains TT=0 dB for EESS protection.

	Sub-topic#1-2
(editorials)
	Inclusion of OTA test system uncertainty (conformance)
Tentative agreements:
New entry for 6.7.5.4 in Table 4.1.2.2-2 (with TT= 0 dB for EESS protection, as above).
Preamble for OBUE requirement (core and conformance)
Tentative agreements:
Added: “In addition, the limits in clause 9.7.4.3.4 may also apply.”
Placement of notes for new requirement (core and conformance)
Tentative agreements:
Aligned with how OBUE and Spurious are normally drafted:
In “Limit” column for OBUE
In separate “Notes” column for spurious



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

	R4-2008107
R4-2008109
	To be revised. Co-sourcing is encouraged.

	R4-2007123
R4-2007125
R4-2007300
R4-2007302
R4-2007519
R4-2007521
	To be noted.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Open issues 
Note: Only Sub-topic #1-1 “Note on phasing; Inclusion of “enters into force” (core and conformance)” remains to solve.
	Company
	Comments

	Samsung
	Sub topic 1-1: as presented in the 1st round discussion, option 1 listed in 1st round summary is preferred. It is supposed to be similar case for below two Notes to be included in for EESS protection on 23.4-24GHz, as these two notes are supposed to be void together with removal of  -3 dBm/200MHz in the table after 1 Sep 2027 in NR spec. The motivation to address the regulation timeline (both 1 Sep 2027 and 1January 2021) is to show that the transitional period allowed for market which is agreed in ITU. If the concern is regarding the wording it can be revised as “Note 1: this limit applies for BS brought into use from 1January 2021 to 1 September 2027.”

NOTE 1:	This limit applies to BS brought into use on or before 1 September 2027 [and enters into force from 1 January 2021.]
NOTE 2: 	This limit applies to BS brought into use on or after 1 September 2027.
….
Others:

	Ericsson
	Sub-topic 1-1: Of the options on the table, Ericsson prefers Option 0. Since there seems to be strong view to have some reference to the date of entering into force, we could however agree to Option 1. We then need to clearly document that the extra text in the notes (“and enters into force from January 1, 2021”) is removed through a CR in March 2021.

	Huawei
	Sub topic 1-1: The idea of time sensitive requirements is difficult. In last meeting we agreed on the text “BS brought into use…” i now we have another concept “enters into force” what does this mean? Does it mean that BS brought into use before that that do not have to comply? Or all BS in service after that date have to comply?
Why do we not say “This limit applies to BS brought into use on or after between January 1, 2021 and on or before 1 September 2027.”
It seems likely that a BS that is designed to the next release of the specs will be “brought into use” after Jan 2021 and hence it will have to meet this requirement anyway?

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Sub-topic 1-1: Our preference is also option 0. If it is necessary to introduce something temporarily it is also better to agree now immediately to have it removed when it is not needed anymore. We already commented that “enters into force” is not really suitable language for 3GPP specification and compromise between all of the views could be “This limit applies to BS brought into use on or before 1 September 2027 and brought into use from 1 January 2021”, where the latter part is agreed to be later removed. 

	Ericsson
	Sub-topic 1-1: If wan to converge, we should stick to the options on the table.
Clearly, time sensitive requirements are difficult. The wording “enters into force” is verbatim from the WRC-19 final acts, that is why it was proposed. It applies to the whole final acts, where all provisions (unless otherwise stated) start to apply on that date. 
To state “brought into use on or after January 1, 2021…” or “brought into use from 1 January 2021…” would be a false statement – that is not what the final acts say. The limits will start to apply on 1 January 2021, regardless if the BS is brought into use before or after that date! 
The reason the text is presently proposed is to reach consensus, since Samsung wants to have a reference to that date.
We cannot agree to a text which is contrary to the WRC-19 outcome. I therefore strongly urge all parties that we adopt Option 1 at this time, with the agreement that the text on “enters into force” is removed at the March RAN4 meeting. 


 
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	[bookmark: _Hlk41901757][bookmark: _Hlk41901708]R4-2008733 (Rel-15)
Revised in R4-2009056
	CR to 38.104 on EESS protection for bands n257 and n258 (Rel-15) (revision of R4-2008107)

	
	Nokia: Notes in table 9.7.4.3.4.1-1 are formulated so that both limits apply on 1 September 2027 and this needs to be corrected.

	
	

	R4-2008734 (Rel-15) 
Revised in R4-2009057

	CR to 38.141-2 on EESS protection for bands n257 and n258 (Rel-15) (revision of R4-2008109)

	
	

	
	




Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1-1
(content)
	Note on phasing; Inclusion of “enters into force” (core and conformance)
While several companies still prefer Option 0, there was consensus after discussions to agree on Option 1: To include the text “enters into force” in the Note.
In addition, there was agreement that the added text “and enters into force on 1 January, 2021” will be removed in the 2020-03 version of specification.



CRs/TPs
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2009056
R4-2008108 (Cat A)
R4-2009057
R4-2008110 (Cat A)
	The revised CRs for TS 38.104 and TS 38.141-2, and the corresponding Cat A.
To be agreed.



Topic #2: EESS protection (36 – 37 GHz)
Contributions listed below, with proposals given. Some aspects for the “issues” are taken from the CRs. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006293
	CATT
	WRC-19 protection requirements for EESS operation in 36-37GHz
Proposal 1: 	It is proposed to define a band specific requirement for Band n260 for protection of EESS operating in the range 36-37GHz.
Proposal 2: 	The unwanted emission mean power for Band n260 should be less than 7 dBm/GHz in the frequency rang 36--37GHz and -13dBm/MHz in all other frequency range.
Proposal 3: 	It is proposed to create a new clause in 9.7.4.3.4 Additional requirements for EESS protection requirement.

	R4-2006294
R4-2006295 (Cat A)
	CATT
	CR to TS 38.104: Additional OTA unwanted emissions requirements for EESS protection

	R4-2006296
R4-2006297 (Cat A)
	CATT
	CR to TS 38.141-2: Additional OTA unwanted emissions requirements for EESS protection

	
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Unwanted emission requirements for EESS (36-37GHz) protection
Proposal 1: Limits will based on Resolution 750 and be expressed as -13dBm/MHz and +7dBm/GHz.
Proposal 2: Limits will be expressed as both OBUE limits and Tx/Rx spurious emission limits
Proposal 3: Limits apply when any part of the BS transmitted carrier(s) falls within 37 GHz to 40.5 GHz (i.e., expression as band agnostic limits).
Proposal 4: The test tolerance in TS 38.141-2 will be zero.

	R4-2007526
	ZTE Corporation
	[BS RF]further discussion on the EESS protection for 36--37GHz outcome of WRC-19
Observation 1: Band n260 is applicable to the EESS protection of 36--37GHz.
Proposal 1: Band n259 should apply the EESS protection of 36--37GHz.
Proposal 2: The limit will expressed in dBm/GHz and RX spurious should also apply.
Proposal 3: Update both OBUE additional requirement and spurious additional requirement.
Proposal 4: General requirement will apply without specific band.

	R4-2007518
R4-2007522 (Cat A)
	ZTE Corporation
	CR to TS 38.104 on EESS protection 36--37GHz

	R4-2007520
R4-2007524 (Cat A)
	ZTE Corporation
	CR to TS 38.141-2 on EESS protection 36--37GHz



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
The open issues are based on the agreed WF (R4-2005461) and the contributions received:
Sub-topic 2-1
Issue 2-1: 2.1	Applicability for NR bands
· Proposals
· Option 1: Applies for Band n260
· Option 2: Applies for both n259 and n260

Sub-topic 2-2
Issue 2-2: Applicability of limits
· Proposals
· Option 1: 7 dBm/GHz applies for OBUE and spurious, -13 dBm/MHz applies for OBUE only (n260)
· Option 2: 7 dBm/GHz applies for OBUE and spurious
· Option 3: 7 dBm/GHz applies for OBUE only (n260)

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

	Verizon
	Sub-topic 2-1
Issue 2-1: 2.1	Applicability for NR bands
Regarding n260, there has recently been auction in the U.S. for what is called the Upper 37GHz and the 39GHz bands, which correspond to 3GPP band n260. As our understand it, FCC does however not have the EESS protection included in the regulation at this time.
Therefore, our view is that this may be a little premature, at least for band n260, considering the U.S. situation.


	ZTE
	Subtopic 2-1:
Support option 2. As explained in ZTE’s discussion paper, similar situation occurs for band n257 and n258 and the way to capture requirement is to consider both.
Subtopic 2-2:
Support option 2. Same reason for subtopic 2-1.

	CATT
	In general we support to adopt similar handling as EESS protection issue for band n257 and n258.
Sub topic 2-1:
Our original proposal only considered the band already in the spec. However it is noted that n259 is to be completed soon and part of its frequency also falls in the range 37-40.5 GHz. Then both band n259 and n260 are in the scope. We support Option 2 as well.
Sub topic 2-2:
Prefer option 2.


	Ericsson
	Sub topic 2-1:
As pointed out by Verizon, Band n260 is not clear in terms of regional regulation. Is there any regional regulation for band n259 available, or should we consider also that band to be premature at this point?

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We should wait with introduction of this requirement until local regulations are clear.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Issue 2-1: We prefer Option 2 as proposed in our paper.
Issue 2-2: We proposed Option 1 since -13dBm/MHz is more stringent than OBUE limits, but we might need more feedback on the necessity of -13dBm/MHz for spurious and OBUE. 


 
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#2-1
	Issue 2-1: Applicability for NR bands
Candidate options:
Option 0: Postpone EESS protection for band n259 and n260.
Option 1: Introduce EESS protection for band n259, postpone for band n260.
Option 2: Introduce EESS protection for band n259 and n260.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Views have not converged, and further discussion is needed to reach consensus.

	Sub-topic#2-2
	Issue 2-2: Applicability of limits
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Assuming Issue #2-1 is solved, there is support for Option 2 (7 dBm/GHz applies for OBUE and spurious).



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

	[bookmark: _Hlk41902701]R4-2006294
R4-2006296
	To be revised.

	R4-2007518
R4-2007520
	To be noted.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	Issue 2-1: Applicability for NR bands
Companies’ views are still not converged. Maybe we can defer CR drafting to future meetings. Corresponding CRs can be noted.
Just want to understand how to handle the WRC-19 requirements. One option is to introduce it as a high level requirement and state the applicability carefully since band n259 and n260 may also be used in other regions in the future. Another option is to wait until there is clear regulation in the concerning band.


	Verizon
	Issue 2-1: Applicability for NR bands
We agree option 0!
Because there is no regulatory requirement for the EESS protection available at this time. Any information put in the spec will cause unnecessary confusion of the end users. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Issue 2-1: Applicability for NR bands
It might be better to continue discussion and aim to introduce the requirement as a high level requirement like the EESS protection in 23.6-24GHz since the limit agreed in WRC-19 will be applied in the most of regions. In addition, the EESS protection in 36-37GHz for UE RF is under discussion, so it might be better to continue discussion for BS RF. But we can further discuss whether it is necessary to postpone or continue this discussion in next meeting.

	AT&T
	Issue 2-1: Applicability for NR Bands
As noted by Verizon, Ericsson and Nokia, it is premature to apply any conditions until regulatory requirements are clarified. Doing so at this time creates conflicting requirements.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-1: We agree with the views that it is better to wait until local regulation is clear.


 
Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#2-1
	Issue 2-1: Applicability for NR bands
Several companies had reservations for introducing the limits at this time, due to the uncertainty in regional regulation which could lead to conflicting requirements. Since there was no consensus, the outcome is that EESS protection for band n259 and n260 is postponed (Option 0).

	Sub-topic#2-2
	Issue 2-2: Applicability of limits
With no consensus on Sub-topic #2-1, limits will not be implemented at this time.



CRs/TPs
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc Status update recommendation  

	R4-2008735
R4-2006295 (Cat A)
R4-2008736
R4-2006297 (Cat A)
	Remaining CRs for EESS protection requirements (37 GHz) will be withdrawn.



Topic #3: Other maintenance (CRs)
Topics covered by submitted CRs related to maintenance:
· CR implementation error correction in TR 38.817-02
· Removal of brackets and TBDs in TS 38.104
· Receiver spurious emissions exclusion band
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006092
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TR 38.817-02: Corrections of CR implementation errors
Corrects some of the agreed changes in R4-2002468 that have not been implemented correctly into TR 38.817-02.

	R4-2008099 (Rel-15)
R4-2008100 (Rel-16)
	Ericsson
	CR to 38.104 on Removal of brackets and TBD
3GPP specifications will be included as one part of the ITU-R submission of NR. For this reason, there can be no brackets or TBDs remaining in the specifications. Remaining brackets and TBDs are removed. Note that Rel-15 and Rel-16 have different sets of brackets/TBDs removed.

	R4-2008103
R4-2008104 (Cat A)
	Ericsson
	CR to 38.104 on Receiver spurious emissions exclusion band
The Rx spurious emissions Exclusion notes are missing for both BS Type 1-O and 2-O, since they were lost in the process of producing the CRs at RAN4#93. The exclusion note is added back for BS Type 1-O and an informative note is added for BS Type 2-O.

	R4-2008105
R4-2008106 (Cat A)
	Ericsson
	CR to 38.141-2 on Receiver spurious emissions exclusion band
The Rx spurious emissions Exclusion notes are missing for BS Type 2-O in the test specification, since it was lost in the process of producing the CRs at RAN4#93. An informative note is added for BS Type 2-O.



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

	R4-2008100 (Rel-16)
	Ericsson:
In a discussion with the session chairs about removal of TBDs and brackets. it has been pointed out to me by Nokia that “R4-2008100 duplicates the [] removals from Nokia’s CR R4-2006058 concerning 38.104, section 11.2.2 (where R4-2006058 is the CR corresponding the endorsed draftCR R4-2003898 from last meeting to remove the NR_perf_enh “MCS12” remaining []).”
For this reason, we should revise this CR and agree in the second round.

	R4-2008103
R4-2008104 (Cat A)
	NEC:
Support adding NOTE 5 in table 10.7.2-1. But do we need NOTE 6 in table 10.7.3-1? It is clear frequency range from Fstep,3 to Fstep,4 is not specified. Same NOTE is not found in tx spurious requirements table.

	
	Huawei: Note 6 in table 10.7.3-1 seems unnecessary – we do not need to list things which are not specified only those that are.

	
	Ericsson:
Strictly speaking, the note is not needed for FR2 since the range from Fstep,3 to Fstep,4 is already excluded in the table. We propose it as informative, since we have in fact seen questions about this frequency range from readers of the spec. If there are strong opinions on this however, we could agree to not add the informative note.

	R4-2008105
R4-2008106 (Cat A)
	NEC: 
NOTE for exclusion of frequency range from Fstep,3 to Fstep,4 is not needed.

	
	Huawei: as with core note in table 7.7.5.2-1 seems unnecasary

	
	Ericsson: See answer to 8103/8104 above.



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

	R4-2006092
	To be agreed.

	R4-2008099 (Rel-15)
	To be agreed.

	R4-2008100 (Rel-16)
	To be revised.
(Co-ordinate with thread [95e][324] NR_perf_enh_Demod_BS for removal of brackets)

	R4-2008103

	To be revised.
(Do not include Note 6 for FR2.)

	R4-2008105
	To be noted.
(No update is needed for conformance specs, since it only concerns FR2.)

	R4-2008106
(Cat A)
	Withdrawn.



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

	[bookmark: _Hlk41902800]R4-2008099 (Rel-15)

	CR to 38.104 on Removal of brackets and TBD (Rel-15) (return to)

	
	

	
	

	R4-2008737 (Rel-16)
	CR to 38.104 on Removal of brackets and TBD (Rel-16) (revision of R4-2008100)

	
	

	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk41902835]R4-2008738 (Rel-15)
	CR to 38.104 on Receiver spurious emissions exclusion band (Rel-15) (revision of R4-2008103)

	
	[bookmark: _GoBack]

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
CRs/TPs
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2008099
	Revised in R4-2009055. (CR to 38.104 on Removal of brackets and TBD (Rel-15))

	R4-2009055
R4-2008737 (Cat A)
	To be agreed. (CR to 38.104 on Removal of brackets and TBD (Rel-15))
Note: Tdoc list needs to be updated for Rel-16 CR in R4-2008737 to be Cat A.

	R4-2008738
R4-2008104 (Cat A)
	To be agreed. (CR to 38.104 on Receiver spurious emissions exclusion band (Rel-15))

	R4-2009053
R4-2009054 (Cat A)
	To be agreed. (CR to 36.104 on Removal of FFSs, brackets and TBD (Rel-15))





Topic #4: Resubmission of endorsed CRs
The CRs covered here were endorsed at RAN4#94-e-Bis and are resubmitted for agreement.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2007546
R4-2007550 (Cat A)
	ZTE Corporation
	[R15]CR to TS 37.104 on channel spacing correction

	R4-2007548
R4-2007551 (Cat A)
	ZTE Corporation
	[R15]CR to TS 37.141 on channel spacing correction

	R4-2006917
R4-2006918 (Cat A)
	Ericsson
	CR to TS 38.104: Correction to out-of-band blocking requirements in subclause 7.5 and subclause 10.6




Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
-
Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2007546
R4-2007550 (Cat A)
	To be agreed.

	R4-2007548
R4-2007551 (Cat A)
	To be agreed.

	R4-2006917
R4-2006918 (Cat A)
	To be agreed.



