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Introduction
In this email discussion we will handle following contributions submitted in AI 17.1: Simplification of band combinations in RAN4 specifications. Note that R4-2011461 and R4-2011462 are not treated in this summary since these were intended to submit AI 17.2 for Rel-17 WI as information for RAN plenary discussion.
Following two topics are discussed in this summary:
· Topic #1: Simplification of band combinations in RAN4 specification
· R4-2009950, R4-2009951, R4-2010324, R4-2010455
· Topic #2: An alternative to creating new BCSs
· R4-2010062
	TDoc
	Title
	Source

	R4-2009950
	Simplification of band combination tables in 38.101
	Apple Inc.

	R4-2009951
	CR for simplification of band combination tables for 38101-3 Rel16 with Excel
	Apple Inc.

	R4-2010062
	An alternative to creating new BCSs
	T-Mobile USA, Deutsche Telekom, AT&T, Telus, Bell Canada, Telstra, Telecom Italia, Ericsson

	R4-2010324
	Simplification on CA & EN-DC configurations
	ZTE Corporation

	R4-2010455
	On band simplification
	Nokia Japan

	R4-2011461
	Motivation for update of SI to support irregular channel bandwidth
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R4-2011462
	SID on efficient utilization of licensed spectrum that is no aligned with existing NR channel bandwidth
	Huawei, HiSilicon



Topic #1: Simplification of band combinations in RAN4 specification
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2009950[1]
	Apple Inc.
	Observation 1:	Replacing the bandwidth notation of a FR2 combination with “@” will result in unrecoverable information loss
Observation 2:	When replacing the bandwidth notation of a FR2 combination with “@”, it will not be possible anymore to create a complete list of all band combinations supported in the 3GPP specs
Proposal 1:	RAN4 does not replace the FR2 bandwidth notations with wildcards like “@”
Proposal 2:	Introduce Excel tables for the DC combinations in chapter 5.5B of 38.101-3 as a first step now
Proposal 3:	Add an additional Excel file as attachment to the spec into the ZIP container of 38.101-3 for the DC combinations in chapter 5.5B as additional information and keep the combinations list in the Rel. 16 Word spec. In the first rel. 17 version of the spec the tables in Word will be removed and replaced by pointers to the Excel file. The new combinations will only be added into the Excel file.
Proposal 4:	We propose to adopt the above rules for writing the Excel tables replacing the Word tables
Proposal 5:	Companies are encouraged to bring Excel macros in text form to RAN4, mainly for consistency checks of the DL and UL combinations to reduce the number of bugs in the table which we have now in the Word  veriosns of 38.101
Proposal 6:	RAN4 agrees the CR to add the Excel sheet to the 38.101-3 TS

	R4-2009951[2]
	Apple Inc.
	Treated as CR in section 1.3.2 in this summary.

	R4-2010324[3]
	ZTE Corporation
	Observation 1:	 Pages occupied in current 38.101-x specs for CA & EN-DC configurations vary greatly depending on different band combination types. 
Proposal 1: Not all types of band combinations need to be simplified because some combination types have only few pages occupied in the spec, such as Intra-band contiguous CA and non-contiguous CA in 38.101-1; Intra-band contiguous EN-DC and non-contiguous EN-DC in 38.101-3.
Observation 2:	 NR inter-band CA configurations in FR1 can be simplified by using SCS bitmap for FR1 to represent band channel bandwidth.
Observation 3:	 NR inter-band CA configurations between FR1 and FR2 can be simplified by using SCS bitmap for FR1 and FR2 to represent band channel bandwidth.
Proposal 2:	 To simplify the configurations of inter-band EN-DC including FR2 in 38.101-3, it is suggested to introduce a “wildcard for FBG” to denote the intra-band contiguous CA part of FR2 band if all the CA BW classes within the FBG specified in TS 38.101-2 have been requested in the EN-DC configurations. Otherwise, the EN-DC configurations should be requested individually.
Proposal 3:	 For inter-band EN-DC including FR2 having intra-band non-contiguous parts, It is suggested to simplify by using a bracket to denote CA between different FBGs, such as (#-$) denotes all configurations between FBG 3 and 4 defined in TS 38.101-2.
Proposal 4:	 For inter-band EN-DC including FR1 and FR2, a simplified method using “wildcard for FBG” similar to that of inter-band EN-DC including FR2 can be adopted for FR2 CA part.
Proposal 5:	 For inter-band EN-DC within FR1, it is suggested to add a new column in the EN-DC configuration table shown as below to indicate the non-contiguous configurations in the same row if they have the same uplink configurations. Otherwise, the “EN-DC with NC part” will be in a separate row with regard to the “basic EN-DC configuration”.

	R4-2010455[4]
	Nokia Japan
	Proposal 1: All the configurations will be captured in the specification (No wild card).
Proposal 2: The following procedures apply to only EN-DC or NR DC configurations including FR2
-	Request sheet should be submitted only after both the highest order configuration for FR1 and the highest order configuration for FR2 consisted of EN-DC or NR DC configuration including FR2 are completed. 
o	Note: if the FR1 and/or FR2 configuration(s) TP or draft CR is approved and captured in respective big CRs during the meeting, the configuration(s) can be considered as “completed”. 
-	If the above condition is met, request sheet is allowed to be submitted after the end of ordinary RAN4 meetings. The deadline is the day before that the 1st big CRs submission deadline for e-mail approval by the rapporteurs.
o	Note: That means that no deadline is defined after RAN4 bis meetings since no big CR is issued.     
-	The request sheet shall include all the configurations as usual.
o	Do NOT just capture the highest order configuration! Include all the fallback mode configurations for the rapporteurs to be able to generate CRs based on only the contained information in the request sheet.
-	The above configurations are captured in the WID and updated WID will be approved in the next RAN.
-	The respective rapporteurs will create corresponding big CRs based on the information in the WIDs.
-	The rapporteurs will share the draft big CRs if it is ready and the proponents shall check if all the necessary configurations are correctly captured or not.
-	The configurations not included in the WIDs or the configurations that do not meet the 1st condition in the proposal 2 but mistakenly included in the WIDs will not be captured in the big CRs.
-	Note that it is encouraged not to request configurations in bits and pieces.
o	Ex: Supposed that DC_3A-28A-41C-42C_n78A-n257I is the final target and, DC_3A-28A-41A-42A_n78A and CA_n257I are completed. In this case, refrain from requesting DC_3A-28A-41A-42A_n78A-n257I. But wait for submitting the request until both DC_3A-28A-41C-42C_n78A and CA_n257I are completed.
Proposal 3: For the configurations already captured in the WID or being requested, take the following option 1 or 3. If no consensus is made, take the option 2.
1.	Apply the current normal procedure to them
2.	Remove them from the WID and apply the new one from the October meeting
3.	Keep the WID as it is, but proponents share the whole set of configuration list with the corresponding rapporteurs once the highest FR1 and FR2 configurations are completed.
-	Note that the list shall be included all the information for the rapporteurs to create big CRs.
Proposal 4: 
-	Keep discussing applicability of excel format to band combination tables, while split each of 38.101 series into several parts like 36.521 as a quick and independent solution. Note that the number of TS does not increases. Split word files are enclosed in the same zip file.
Proposal 5: Document all the agreements on the basket WIs in one file.



Open issues summary
NOTE: Though there are several contributions on the simpfication on band combinations, sub-topics are provided so that these sub-topics are not conflicting with each other, as far as the moderator understands. So if several sub-topics are approved indepedently, then the aprroved contents will be merged.
[bookmark: _Hlk48283830]Sub-topic 1-1: Introduce Excel tables for the DC combinations in chapter 5.5B of 38.101-3
This sub-topic discusses the Introduction of Excel tables for the DC combinations in chapter 5.5B of 38.101-3
Issue 1-1-A: Introduce Excel tables for the DC combinations in chapter 5.5B of 38.101-3
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes (Huawei, AT&T, Qualcomm, Apple)
· Option 2: No (Intel, ZTE, CHTTL)
· Option 3: Keep table and use excel as supplementary document (Intel)
· Questions
· - If MCC is OK with using excel format or not, though proponents may have already asked MCC for this.
· - For CR, the whole rows are included in an excel file or rows with changes only are included in an excel file.
· - Still a big CR method is adopted or not.
· - If yes, proponents of the band configurations should provide draft CR/TP together with excel file, etc.  
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-1-B: (If the conclusion of issue 1-1-A is “Yes”) How to introduce Excel tables in chapter 5.5B of 38.101-3
· Proposals
· Option 1: Proposal 3 in [1] (Apple)
· Add an additional Excel file as attachment to the spec into the ZIP container of 38.101-3
· Keep the combinations list in the Rel. 16 Word spec
· In the first rel. 17 version of the spec the tables in Word will be removed and replaced by pointers to the Excel file. The new combinations will only be added into the Excel file.
· Option 2: Proposal 3 in [1] with some modification and/or clarification
· Keep word table and use excel as supplementary document. If it works, remove word file in Rel-17 (Huawei, CHTTL)
· Apply to TS 38.101-1/2/3(AT&T, Qualcomm)# Proposal of modification is recommended.
· Option 3: Other
· Question
· As we are in RAN4 not familiar with the RAN5 procedures, it would be helpful if AT&T can explain a bit more detailed the RAN5 approach for 36.903.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-1-C: (If the conclusion of issue 1-1-A is “Yes”) Rules for writing the Excel tables
· Proposals
· Option 1: Proposal 4 in [1] (Apple, Huawei)
· The first column contains the combination name in official 3GPP notation as it should currently be the case in 38.101-3 chapter 5.5 (there are a lot of typos and deviations in the current spec, we have a CR to correct this)
· The second column contains the UL combination names in official 3GPP notation as it should currently be the case in 38.101-3 chapter 5.5, however, if there are multiple UL combinations they shall be separated by a comma “,” as the separating character and nothing else (no spaces, line feeds, CRLFs or other characters
· For those tables where there is a third column (for single UL allowed), the combinations here will be using a simplified version of the official notation without the bandwidth characters, as it already has been done in the spec in the past. If there are multiple single UL combinations, “,” will be used as delimiter. For tables with only two columns, i.e. without the single UL column, the third column will be left empty with no contents (“”).
· A note for the combination is listed in column 4 by indicating the number of the note. If there are multiple notes, they are listed one after the other in increasing order separated by a just comma “,” (without a space). The description of the notes is listed at the end of the table, just as it is in the Word spec.
· When writing CRs, there needs to be a fifth column to indicate if the contents of the table is U – Unchanged, M – Modified, N – New combination, D – to be Deleted. This column is only needed for the CRs so that the editor knows the status, since Excel doesn’t support “Track Changes”. It can be deleted after the CR has been implemented before uploading the final specification. In case of modifying a line, it may be useful to copy the original line into columns F-I for reference to show the difference
· The combinations in a table should be sorted in ascending order for each band in the combination and within the band for the bandwidth character(s). For EN-DC combiantions this means first sorting for the LTE sombination part and then for the NR combination part. Also DC_1A-1A-3A_n100A will be before DC_1A-2A-2A_n100A and DC_1B-3A_n100A will be before DC_1A-1A_n100A. Currently there are several bugs in the sorting of the combinations in the 38.101 specs
· Option 2: Proposal 4 in [1] with some modification and/or clarification
· # Proposal of modification is recommended.
· Option 3: Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-2: “Wildcard for FBG” to denote the intra-band CA part of FR2 band
This sub-topic discusses the Introduction of wildcard for inter-band EN-DC including FR2.
Issue 1-2-A: Introduce wildcard for FBG” for intra-band contiguous CA part of FR2 band.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, as Proposal 2, 3, and 4 in [3] (ZTE)
· Introduce a “wildcard for FBG” to denote the intra-band contiguous CA part of FR2 band if all the CA BW classes within the FBG specified in TS 38.101-2 have been requested in the EN-DC configurations. Otherwise, the EN-DC configurations should be requested individually.
· Introduce to the following band combinations
· Inter-band EN-DC including FR2 having intra-band contiguous parts
· Inter-band EN-DC including FR2 having intra-band non-contiguous parts
· Using a bracket to denote CA between different FBGs, such as (#-$)
· For inter-band EN-DC including FR1 and FR2
· Option 2: Yes, as Proposal 2, 3, and 4 in [3] with some modification and/or clarification (ZTE)
· # Proposal of modification is recommended.
· Option 3: No (Intel, Huawei, Qualcomm, Nokia, Apple)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-3: Modified procedures applied to only EN-DC or NR DC configurations including FR2
This sub-topic discusses the modified procedures to specify new configurations of EN-DC or NR DC including FR2.
Issue 1-3-A: Apply modified procedures applied to only EN-DC or NR DC configurations including FR2
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, as Proposal 2 in [4] (Intel)
· Request sheet should be submitted only after both the highest order configuration for FR1 and the highest order configuration for FR2 consisted of EN-DC or NR DC configuration including FR2 are completed. 
· Note: if the FR1 and/or FR2 configuration(s) TP or draft CR is approved and captured in respective big CRs during the meeting, the configuration(s) can be considered as “completed”. 
· If the above condition is met, request sheet is allowed to be submitted after the end of ordinary RAN4 meetings. The deadline is the day before that the 1st big CRs submission deadline for e-mail approval by the rapporteurs.
· Note: That means that no deadline is defined after RAN4 bis meetings since no big CR is issued.     
· The request sheet shall include all the configurations as usual.
· Do NOT just capture the highest order configuration! Include all the fallback mode configurations for the rapporteurs to be able to generate CRs based on only the contained information in the request sheet.
· The above configurations are captured in the WID and updated WID will be approved in the next RAN.
· The respective rapporteurs will create corresponding big CRs based on the information in the WIDs.
· The rapporteurs will share the draft big CRs if it is ready and the proponents shall check if all the necessary configurations are correctly captured or not.
· The configurations not included in the WIDs or the configurations that do not meet the 1st condition in the proposal 2 but mistakenly included in the WIDs will not be captured in the big CRs.
· Note that it is encouraged not to request configurations in bits and pieces.
· Ex: Supposed that DC_3A-28A-41C-42C_n78A-n257I is the final target and, DC_3A-28A-41A-42A_n78A and CA_n257I are completed. In this case, refrain from requesting DC_3A-28A-41A-42A_n78A-n257I. But wait for submitting the request until both DC_3A-28A-41C-42C_n78A and CA_n257I are completed.
· Option 2: Yes, as Proposal 2 in [4] with some modification and/or clarification
· Option 3: No (Huawei, AT&T, Qualcomm, ZTE, CHTTL)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-3-B: (If the conclusion of issue 1-3-A is “Yes”) Handling of the configurations already captured in the WID or being requested.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Apply the current normal procedure to them
· Option 2: Remove them from the WID and apply the new procedure from the October meeting
· Option 3: Keep the WID as it is, but proponents share the whole set of configuration list with the corresponding rapporteurs once the highest FR1 and FR2 configurations are completed (Intel)
· Note that the list shall be included all the information for the rapporteurs to create big CRs
· Option 4: Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-4: Changes on structure of configuration table and specification
This sub-topic discusses changes on structure of configuration table for inter-band EN-DC within FR1 and the proposal that split each of 38.101 series into several parts.
Issue 1-4-A: Changes on structure of configuration table for inter-band EN-DC within FR1
· Proposals
· Option 1: Proposal 5 in [3] (ZTE)
· For inter-band EN-DC within FR1, add a new column in the EN-DC configuration table to indicate the non-contiguous configurations in the same row if they have the same uplink configurations. Otherwise, the “EN-DC with NC part” will be in a separate row with regard to the “basic EN-DC configuration”
· Option 2: No (Intel, Huawei, Qualcomm, Apple)
· Question
· if the UL configurations become different later on, then we need to move it back?
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-4-B: Split each of 38.101 series into several parts like 36.521
· Proposals
· Option 1: Proposal 4 in [4] (Intel, Huawei, ZTE, Telstra)
· Split each of 38.101 series into several parts like 36.521
· Note that the number of TS does not increases. Split word files are enclosed in the same zip file.
· Option 2: No (Qualcomm)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-5: Clarification on the rules of basket WI procedures
This sub-topic discusses the proposal that document all the agreements on the basket WI.
Issue 1-5-A: Document all the agreements on the basket WIs in one file
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes (Intel, Huawei, Qualcomm, ZTE, Telstra, Apple)
· Proposal 5 in [4]
· Option 2: No
· Question
· would like to clarify that the agreements here means the procedure? I guess they are in the single document already?
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-5-B: (If the conclusion of issue 1-5-A is “Yes”) Where to capture the rules and how to maintenance.
· Proposals
· #Although there are no proposals from contributions, it is preferred to propose possible options for discussion in this meeting and future meeting.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	1-1: 
Introduce Excel tables for the DC combinations in chapter 5.5B of 38.101-3
	Issue 1-1-A
	<Company name/Option>
Intel:
Option 2: No.   Thank you for the proposal. But removing all tables in 5.5B looks like a significant change to the current spec. The readability of the spec is jeopardized if not keeping current tables in the spec. Did some the spot check, worry about the correctness of converted Excel sheet as well. For example the following combinations highlighted are missing in my understanding.
	DC_1A-3A_n257G
	DC_1A_n257A, DC_1A_n257G, 
DC_3A_n257A ,DC_3A_n257G
	

	DC_1A-3A_n257H
	DC_1A_n257A, DC_1A_n257G,DC_1A_n257H, DC_3A_n257A ,DC_3A_n257G,DC_3A_n257H
	



On the other hand, there has been approved Excel format for Rel-17 spectrum WID. They can be used for computer handling. The tables in the spec has good format to read.
Our view is to keep the tables in the spec. Suggest adding the proposed Excel sheet as a supplementary document to the spec if needed<Company name/Option>
[bookmark: OLE_LINK21][bookmark: OLE_LINK22]Huawei: option 1.
AT&T: Option 1: Yes. We think that Excel file(s) should be used for all CA/DC combinations for Rel-17 in the 38.101-X series.
Qualcomm: Option 1. With excel tables, we can simplify the spec if we can handle the change market problem.
ZTE:
Option2: No. 
Using excel as an attachment to a core spec of 101-x will make the readability of specifications poorer. Although the excel format has already been applied to band combination request stage right now, the situation is not the same between the two cases. For a core spec, a printed hardcopy may be required in future. But for the excel format, the columns or rows will possibly be broken by pages when printing. Using Excel will bring unnecessary trouble to the transition between R17 and earlier versions. In addition, can we write a CR in excel format in future? Or a CR with word format cover sheet only and CR content in excel format? 
Furthermore, why we only consider the cases in 5.5B of 38.101-3? Actually, according to the statistic, the pages occupied in current 38.101-x specs for CA & EN-DC configurations vary greatly depending on different band combination types.
CHTTL: share the view as intel.
<Nokia>
Before concluding the introduction, it would be better to check every single procedure in more specific ways such that 
- If MCC is OK with using excel format or not, though proponents may have already asked MCC for this.
- For CR, the whole rows are included in an excel file or rows with changes only are included in an excel file.
- Still a big CR method is adopted or not.
- If yes, proponents of the band configurations should provide draft CR/TP together with excel file, etc.  
Etc….
Specifically, in the 1st release to introduce this method, we really need to ask RAN4 people to check the contents of the 1st version of excel sheet. Because normally next release spec is generated from the latest version of the previous release. At the beginning of the excel format in Rel17, that excel is what someone generates from the latest Rel16 spec just before Rel17 spec is issued. So, careful check of the people is very important. Note that this is not a concern but just a reminder.

Apple: 
Option 1: Yes  of course
Answer to Intel: For release 16 we propose to keep the tables in the spec, only remove it later in Rel. 17 when the procedures are clear. If we don’t remove the Word tables, we need to maintain them, too, which means double effort.
For the bug that Intel said they found in the Excel sheet: It is basically not a bug in the Excel list, but it is a bug in the Word spec. In that cell there is no DC_3A_n257A specified as uplink, there is a typo and in fact there is an uplink combo “DC_1A_n257IDC_3A_n257A” specified, which doesn’t exist. These bugs are the reason why we think it is better to use excel, because there such bugs can be easily found in Excel, especially when doing automated tests, which are not possible in Word. We have a CR in another thread to correct these hundreds of bugs in the Word CA/DC tables.
Answer to ZTE: There is no problem printing such tables in Excel, you can setup the page format and the it prints nicely. For CRs the proposed procedure is similarly to the CR we have in a separate document R4-2009951, using the Word cover sheet and the Excel showing the modification using the column for the modification and put both into the same container. And there are already other RAN4 and RAN5 specs using Excel files in the spec’s ZIP container.


	
	Issue 1-1-B
	Huawei: option 2. Share the same view with Intel. The proposed Excel sheet can be as a supplementary document at this stage. If the there is a misalignment between Word and Excel, the standard should be based on Word firstly. We can further discuss whether the table can be removed in Rel-17. Basket rapporteurs can focus on the Word Table firstly until they are removed.
AT&T: Option 2: Support Option 1 with expansion to add Excel file(s) for all other CA/DC combinations for Rel-17 in the 38.101-X series. CR to be used to add/replace the Excel file(s) similar to the process used by RAN5 for 36.903.
Qualcomm: Option 2. Have the similar view as AT&T. The approach can be extended to 38.101-1 and 38.101-2.
CHTTL: share the similar view as Huawei.
Apple:
Option 1: We should start with this now, but future extensions to 38.101-1 and 38.101-2 are fine, too. However, the tables in these specs are more complicated, as they include the bandwidths, therefore the proposal is to start with the DC combinations in 38.101-3 while continuing the discussion on how to do this for 38.101-1/2.
As we are in RAN4 not familiar with the RAN5 procedures, it would be helpful if AT&T can explain a bit more detailed the RAN5 approach for 36.903.

	
	Issue 1-1-C
	Huawei: option 1.
Apple: Option 1

	1-2:
“Wildcard for FBG” to denote the intra-band CA part of FR2 band
	Issue 1-2-A
	Intel: Option 3: No. The wildcard in theory is fine. But readability is lost. It is hard to identify band combinations easily by just reading 38.101-3. 
Huawei: option 3. There is no need to introduce the wildcard since the information is lost as we discussed in the last meeting. It will bring unnecessary risks into spec which WG can’t control. It’s very hard to use the irregular wildcards including reading and writing. We can consider the Excel solution.
Qualcomm: Option 3. With wildcard approach, some information might loss. And with FBG wildcard, the spec is not easy to read.
ZTE: Option 1 or 2.
Using wildcard within FBG is a compromise way to denote the lengthy configuration table. Although readability may lose a bit, we can further improve with some modification as option 2 suggests.
<Nokia>
Option 3.It is better to go with listing all the configurations as discussed considering the majority views in the last meeting. Also, if we go with the way to use excel format to list configurations, we do not need to use wild card anymore. 
On the other hand, we do understand the motivation to use wild cards in terms of reducing unnecessary redundant procedures etc. That is why we submitted R4-2010324 to mitigate the concerns. That aspect is discussed in item 1-3.
Apple: 
Option 3: No. We still think that wildcards represent a significant loss of essential information on which combinations are supported and which not. It also makes it unreadable, especially when using multiple wildcards.

	1-3:
Modified procedures applied to only EN-DC or NR DC configurations including FR2
	Issue 1-3-A
	Intel: Option 1: Yes 
Huawei: option 3. 
1. If RAN4 agree any change about procedure, it should be applicable to all kinds of band combinations.
2. Generally, rapporteurs need to derive a big CR based on a formal 3GPP document, such as TP or draftCR. Not sure a request sheet sent into reflector or somewhere without Tdoc number can be accepted by WG as an official paper. There may be some risks which 3GPP can't control.
3. It seems that band combinations can be implemented into spec before RAN plenary agree to normalize them. Not sure this procedure can be also applicable to other band combinations without FR2 bands. If not, it seems unfair to other band combinations without FR2 bands.
AT&T: Option 3: No. CA/DC combos should be allowed to be requested as needed following existing procedures.
Qualcomm: Option 3. The procedure can be used in CA/DC also.
ZTE: Option 3: No 
The modified procedures is mainly considered for the configurations including FR2. Actually, according to the statistic of currect spec, the configurations are also complicated in other cases. we suggest to consider all configuration types as a whole at the beginning of a new release.
CHTTL: Option 3
- The procedure is too ideal at the first glance. In the reality, people might not follow the condition in the paper when requesting the combinations, and people might not include all the configurations in the request sheet as usual, and those combos might not be checked and when going into the big CR/spec.
- Share the view as Huawei in 2, we think the proponent needs to be responsible for the combination, if the draft CR/CR is purely generated by the basket rapporteur, there might be some risks.
- Not sure with this procedure, proponents are not allowed to submit draft CR/TP or not?
- This will extend the working period of the revised WID, in the past (non-e-meeting) the revised WID can be ready before the meeting ends.
- With this procedure, once the combination is requested, then it will automatically added to the draft big CR in the next meeting, then it is not possible to cancel the request in the later meetings. In the past some of the configurations were requested to the WID but cancelled before going to the spec.

	
	Issue 1-3-B
	Intel: Option 3: Keep the WID as it is, but proponents share the whole set of configuration list with the corresponding rapporteurs once the highest FR1 and FR2 configurations are completed


	1-4:
Changes on structure of configuration table and specification
	Issue 1-4-A
	Intel: Option 2: No. The change is significant. Most of non-contiguous cases are already put together with ‘basic’case
	DC_2A-7A_n78A
DC_2A-7C_n78A
DC_2A-7A_n78(2A)
DC_2A-7C_n78(2A)
	DC_2A_n78A
DC_7A_n78A
DC_7C_n78A



Huawei: option 2. If the only concern is about the length of specification, we can use many other solutions to solve it, such as Excel solution or separated spec like 36.101. Adding a new row for the non-contiguous cases has few benefits with huge changes.
Qualcomm: No. What’s the benefit of adding a new column in the spec? 
ZTE: Option 1
The number of configurations including non-contiguous part will be more and more in the future. Such changes with ‘basic configuration’ grouped together is worthwhile. 
To Intel: in the example you show above, if the new structure is applied, the rows of configuration table will be shorter.
	DC_2A-7A_n78A
DC_2A-7C_n78A
	DC_2A-7A_n78(2A)
DC_2A-7C_n78(2A)
	DC_2A_n78A
DC_7A_n78A
DC_7C_n78A


To Qualcomm: The benefit of adding a new column is to make much clearer in the spec for the configurations which have the same ‘basic configuration’ with the same component bands. In addition, with such modification the configuration table will be much shorter.
CHTTL: if the UL configurations become different later on, then we need to move it back? 
Apple:
Option 2: No. This makes the table completely unreadable and it is breaking the current rule of only having one combination per line, as we would have combinations in two columns now.

	
	Issue 1-4-B
	Intel: Option 1: only if needed,	split each of 38.101 series into several parts like 36.521
Huawei: It can be considered as a solution, as the specification’s length is increasing.
ZTE: Option 1. Can be split into several parts with different chapters.
Telstra: Option 1, 5.5A/5.5B band combinations should not be split across multiple documents.
Option 2: No. Especially when we are replacing the band combinations tables with Excel files and finally remove them from the spec, the size of the spec reduces significantly, so no split is needed. All RF related parts of the specs should be in one file for easy access.

	1-5:
Clarification on the rules of basket WI procedures
	Issue 1-5-A
	Intel: Option 1: Yes
Huawei: Maybe we can establish a new RAN4 or RAN level SI/WI to finalize the rules of basket WI procedures and capture them into TR. It’s helpful to set the reasonable justification and objectives.
Qualcomm: Yes
ZTE: Option 1.
CHTTL: would like to clarify that the agreements here means the procedure? I guess they are in the single document already?
Telstra: Option 1.
Apple: Option 1: Yes. May be the best is using something like a TR.

	
	Issue 1-5-B
	



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

	R4-2009951
	Company A Intel: Excel file can be used as an attachment to spec. But we don’t agree to remove the tables in the spec.

	
	Company B Huawei: The notation about DC_66A-n78(2A)_SUL_n78A-n86A is changed. In this CR, it’s expected to transfer the band combinations from Word to Excel without other change.
Qualcomm: No change from world to excel is expected.
ZTE: We don’t agree to use excel to replace the configuration tables in the core spec. In addition, in this CR, we only have the CR cover sheet in word type?
Apple: 
This CR just adds the Excel table, it doesn’t do any change to the Word spec, especially not removing or replacing combinations tables. We hope this addresses Intel’s and ZTE’s concerns.
Answer to Huawei and Qualcomm: There is no plan to change anything when copying from Word to Excel, if you find a bug we can revise this. However, when looking at the DC_66A-n78(2A)_SUL_n78A-n86A combination cited by Huawei, I think we should discuss if it has the correct notation. It seems there are some bugs, for example between the LTE and the NR part there shall be a “_” and not a “-“, also we have now three n78 carriers here, which also seems to be wrong. But this is a different discussion, as said above, we can revise this to copy exactly the Word combination, even if it is not correct.

	
	



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#1-1:
Introduce Excel tables for the DC combinations in chapter 5.5B of 38.101-3
	o	Agree (4 companies)
o	Disagree: (3 companies)
o	 Keep table and use excel as supplementary document (1 company)Tentative agreements:

Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue to discuss in 2nd round, and focus on CR in this meeting. It is recommended the proponent addresses concerns from companies. If consensus is reached, this CR or revised CR will be agreed.
 Discussion paper(R4-2009950): noted.
CR (R4-2009951) by Apple: return to. (possibly revised)

	Sub-topic#1-3:
Wildcard for FBG” to denote the intra-band CA part of FR2 band
	o	Agree (1 company)
o	Disagree: (5 companies)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue to discuss in 2nd round. 
Moderator proposes to assign WF to ZTE. Agreeable contents and remaining issues should be clarified in the WF. Issue 1-4-1 can be included in the WF.
Discussion paper(R4-2010622): noted.
WF(R4-20xxxxxx) by ZTE: return to

	Sub-topic#1-3:
Modified procedures applied to only EN-DC or NR DC configurations including FR2
	o	Agree (2 company)
o	Disagree: (5 companies)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue to discuss in 2nd round. Agreeable contents and remaining issues should be clarified in the WF. Issues 1-4-B and 1-5-A can be included in the WF. 
Discussion paper(R4-2010455): noted.
WF(R4-20xxxxxx) by Nokia: return to

	Sub-topic#1-4:
Changes on structure of configuration table and specification
	Issue 1-4-A: Changes on structure of configuration table for inter-band EN-DC within FR1
o	Agree (1 company)
o	Disagree: (4 companies)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue to discuss in 2nd round. This issue can be included in ZTE WF.
Discussion paper(R4-2010324): noted.
Issue 1-4-B: Split each of 38.101 series into several parts like 36.521
o	Agree (5 company)
o	Disagree: (1 companies)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue to discuss in 2nd round. This issue can be included in Nokia WF.
Discussion paper(R4-2010455): noted.

	Sub-topic#1-5: 
Clarification on the rules of basket WI procedures
	o	Agree (7 company)
o	Disagree: (0 companies)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue to discuss in 2nd round. This issue can be included in Nokia WF.
Discussion paper(R4-2010455): noted.



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

	#1
	WF for wild card approach
	ZTE



	#2
	WF for modified procedure for DC including FR2 and further simplification on band combinations
	Nokia



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

	R4-2009951XXX
(Apple)
	It is recommended the proponent addresses concerns from companies. If consensus is reached, this CR or revised CR will be agreed. Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

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

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



Topic #2: An alternative to creating new BCSs
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010062 [5]
	T-Mobile USA, Deutsche Telekom, AT&T, Telus, Bell Canada, Telstra, Telecom Italia, Ericsson
	Observation 1: There has been some confusion in RAN2 about how to interpret the UE capabilities when there is a discrepancy, for instance if the UE does not support a channel bandwidth for a band that is included as a channel bandwidth in the BCS. 
Observation 2: If RAN4 needs to create a new BCS each time a new channel bandwidth is added to a legacy band, there will be a lot of work and the tables in the specs will grow significantly. 
Proposal 1: When a UE reports a  BCS that it supports for a given band combination, and the channels bandwidths that it supports for each band in the band combination and the maximum channel bandwidth for each band in the bandwidth combination, the network must consider all of those factors to determine what bandwidth combinations the UE supports for the band combination. It is possible that not all of the entries in the BCS are supported because of the information in the other UE capability parameters.   
Proposal 2: By agreeing to proposal 1, RAN4 agrees that it does not need to create new BCSs to cover UE implementation scenarios that can be signalled using a combination of the existing UE capabilities including BCS, the channel bandwidths supported per band, and the maximum channel bandwidth for each band in the combination.
Proposal 3: In order to avoid the need for many new BCSs, the signalling of BCS4 shall indicate that for the band combination the UE supports all of the possible combinations of bandwidths based on the bandwidths the UE supports for each band and the maximum bandwidth for the band in the band combination as indicated in the UE capabilities. The BCS table does not need to fill in the channel bandwidths for BCS4. No additional BCSs will be allowed for NR-CA or NR-DC.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1: Alternative to creating new BCSs
This sub-topic discusses the alternative methods to creating new BCSs.
Issue 2-1-A: Changes on assumption for NW to determine what bandwidth combinations the UE supports for the band combinations.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, as Proposal 1 in [5] (Intel, VDF, Telstra, Mediatek, Apple, T-Mobile USA)
· When a UE reports a  BCS that it supports for a given band combination, and the channels bandwidths that it supports for each band in the band combination and the maximum channel bandwidth for each band in the bandwidth combination, the network must consider all of those factors to determine what bandwidth combinations the UE supports for the band combination. It is possible that not all of the entries in the BCS are supported because of the information in the other UE capability parameters.   
· Option 2: No
· Option 3: Question for clarification (Huawei, Qualcomm, ZTE, CHTTL, VDF, Nokia)
· T-Mobile USA already answered to questions. Check if it is sufficient.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-1-B: (If the conclusion of issue 2-1-A is “Yes”) Agree that it is not needed to create new BCSs
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, as Proposal 2 in [5] (T-mobile USA, AT&T, VDF, Telstra, TELUS, MediaTek, Apple)
· By agreeing to proposal 1, RAN4 agrees that it does not need to create new BCSs to cover UE implementation scenarios that can be signalled using a combination of the existing UE capabilities including BCS, the channel bandwidths supported per band, and the maximum channel bandwidth for each band in the combination.
· Option 2: No (Intel, Qualcomm, ZTE)
· 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 2-1-C: Introduce BCS4 to indicate the UE supports all of the possible combinations of bandwidths for the band combinations
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, as Proposal 3 in [5] (Intel, T-Mobile USA, AT&T, VDF, Telstra, Bell Mobility, TELUS)
·  In order to avoid the need for many new BCSs, the signalling of BCS4 shall indicate that for the band combination the UE supports all of the possible combinations of bandwidths based on the bandwidths the UE supports for each band and the maximum bandwidth for the band in the band combination as indicated in the UE capabilities. The BCS table does not need to fill in the channel bandwidths for BCS4. No additional BCSs will be allowed for NR-CA or NR-DC.
·  
· Option 2: The idea is OK, but may need some study (CHTTL, MediaTek)
· Option 3: No (Qualcomm, ZTE)TBA
· Option 3: Other (Huawei)
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	2-1: 
Alternative to creating new BCSs
	Issue 2-1-A
	<Company name/Option>
Intel: Option 1: Yes. But I am not if there is such case that a channel bandwidth which is asked to be supported for a band in a BCS is not defined for this NR band yet.
Intel2: After offline discussion, it is confirmed that some UEs may not be able to support all bandwidths defined for a NR band.  
Huawei:
1. Dose it mean all of the channel bandwidth for each band are optional? 
2. Before or After RAN4 reach any agreements, we’d better to send RAN2 a LS in case there is any compatibility or other issues.
Qualcomm: Clarification question: is option 1 the current understanding between RAN2 and RAN4? 
ZTE:  
For the band combination supported by UE, UE will report ChannelBWs-UL, /ChannelBWs-DL signaling to indicate the supported channel BW in each band, supportedBandwidthCombinationSet signaling to indicate the supported BC and supportedBandwidthDL signaling to the max channel bandwidth in each band. It seems the option 1 is aligned with currently RAN2 signaling.
CHTTL: Want to clarify that is this a proposal or it is saying the current situation.
VDF: Option 1 makes sense, but it sounds more like an observation than a proposal. Echo QCs and CHTTL’s request for clarification on current understanding versus that proposed.
Telstra: Option 1
Nokia
Just for confirmation, is the below understanding of the solution correct?
Ex: An operator wants UEs satisfying the below condition.
Condition: Band A supports 5 and 10MHz and Band B support 5, 10 and 15MHz. As band combo of A + B, the combo supports (A, B)=(5, 5), (5, 10), (10, 5), (10, 10) only.
<apply TMO method to the above Ex>
As single band capability, 
Band A contains 5 and 10MHz as supported CBW. As single band A, 5 and 10MHz are available. 
Band B contains 5, 10, 15MHz as supported CBW. As single band B, 5, 10 and 15MHz are available.
As a band combination of A+B, 
Band A contains the information that 10MHz as max channel bandwidth and 
Band B contains the information that 10MHz as max channel bandwidth
Then, network regards the UE as capable of (A, B)=(5, 5), (5, 10), (10, 5), (10, 10) in the band A + Band B
Thus, (5, 15) and (10, 15) are not supported in the Band A + Band B.

Mediatek:
Option 1: Yes. We agree that it is possible that not all of the entries in the BCS are supported because of the information in the other UE capability parameters. This is also like base station is possible not always schedule all of the entries in the BCS maybe for resource allocation plan.
Apple:
Option 1: Yes. Supporting all bandwidths a UE supports for the single carrier also in a band combination makes sense, and I think we already decided not to have BCS at all 3-4 years ago, but then finally re-introduced them again in 38.101-1/2. This also solves the issue when a new CBW is added, since if the UE doesn’t support it for the single carrier case, it also doesn’t support it for the combination. However, the sentence in the proposal is a bit unclear.

T-Mobile USA:
To Huawei: 1) No, all channel BWs are not optional. They are either optional, mandatory, or mandatory with capability signalling. This proposal does not alter that at all. 2) We believe that RAN2 came to this understanding at their last meeting, but we think that RAN4 should confirm this view that new BCSs are not needed if a UE does not implement every one of the BWs in a BCS. 
To Qualcomm: Our understanding is that RAN2 discussed this at the last meeting and considered sending an LS to RAN4 but decided it was not needed because the understanding was that the network would look at all of the UE capabilities including the BCS, the maximum supported BW per band in the combination and the channel BWs that the UE supports for each band to determine the actual bandwidth combinations that the UE supports. We think it would be good to get RAN4 confirmation of this. 
 To CHTTL: We are really asking RAN4 to acknowledge the current situation.
To VDF: We agree that it is more of an observation, but we want to make sure everyone is in agreement.
To Nokia: excellent example. We agree with it. 

	
	Issue 2-1-B
	Intel: Option 2: No. If a new bandwidth is added for a NR band, but this UE cannot support this new bandwidth for this band in an existing BCS. What happens? It needs a new BCS.
T-Mobile USA: Option 1. We believe that new BCSs are not necessary to cover situations where the UE doesn’t support all of the channel bandwidths for a band even if the channel BW is included in the BCS for that band.
To Intel: This proposal was meant to cover the situation where the UE does not support all of the channel BWs for a band that are in the BCS. It was not intended to cover situations where new channel BWs were added to the band. Sorry for the confusion. 
Huawei: Not sure whether we still can keep the function to create the New BCS. It seems no contradiction between traditional BCS and the special BCS.
AT&T: Option 1. We support the option where we do not need to create new BCSs to cover UE implementation scenarios that can be signaled. Multiplication of BCSs is resulting in significant duplication of effort.
Qualcomm: No. It is not clear how to use existing UE capabilities to signal the capability for new BCSs. For example, if UE has new channel BW for single CC, but no BCS can reflect the new channel BW. How to handle this?
ZTE:  Option 2.
We understand the intention. However, the main reasons for introducing so many BCSs are because new channel bandwidth are added after combinations completed, and different proponents have different demands to updated the band combinations to include their interesting channel bandwidths, even for the same combinations.
We have same concern with Intel. For the same band combination, different bandwidth entries are different for different BCSs. Especially more and more new added channel bandwidths, it needs new BCS to include them.
VDF: Option 1. Share the same views as AT&T.
Telstra: Option 1. We agree with T-Mobile and do not believe new BCS’s are necessary. New CBW have been added in existing bands for existing EN-DC without the need for BCS.
TELUS: Option 1. We spend more energy on chasing the missing channel bandwidths then on creating new combos, a simple solution is needed. 
MediaTek: Option 1
For new added CBW entries which are more than existing BCS, new BCS would be needed. But if CBW entries are less than existing BCS, there’s no need to add new BCS.
Apple:
Option 1: Yes. Supporting all bandwidths a UE supports for the single carrier also in a band combination makes sense, and I think we already decided not to have BCS at all 3-4 years ago, but then finally re-introduced them again in 38.101-1/2. This also solves the issue when a new CBW is added, since if the UE doesn’t support it for the single carrier case, it also doesn’t support it for the combination. However, the sentence in the proposal is a bit unclear.
T-Mobile USA response #2: 
To Huawei: This particular proposal was just meant to clarify that if the UE doesn’t support all the channel BWs in a BCS we don’t need to create a new BCS to cover that. I think RAN4 has already been operating in this manner, but I think there have still been some BCSs requested as if this was not the case.
To several companies: Sorry for the confusion. This particular proposal was not mean to cover the situation of new channel BWs, although it does open the door to Propsal 3. Propsal 2 was only meant to conclude that we do not need a new BCS if the UE does not support all of the channel BWs for a band. Revised proposal:
By agreeing to proposal 1, RAN4 agrees that it does not need to create new BCSs to cover UE implementation scenarios where a UE does not support  all of the channel BWs in a BCS because that can be signalled using a combination of the existing UE capabilities including BCS, the channel bandwidths supported per band, and the maximum channel bandwidth for each band in the combination

	
	Issue 2-1-C
	Intel: Option 1: Yes
T-Mobile USA: Yes
Huawei: If RAN4 agree to add the special BCS, it’s up to RAN2 to decide which bit can be used for the special BCS. BCS4 can be an option.
AT&T: Yes. The BCS4 approach allows for the BCS simplification to be compatible with existing signalling.
Qualcomm: No. With this BCS4 proposal, that means if UE for example report to support n1 with maximum BW of 50Mhz, then UE should automatically support all the possible band combos which are less than 50Mhz regardless of whether there is specified BCS request from companies. But in the fact, UE might only support some of them with IODT per operator request.
ZTE: From RAN4 perspective, it would be a good idea to cap the BCS number although RAN2 define 32 BCSs. However, it seems BCS4 may not suitable for all the combinations. Considering the following two cases:
  - For combination with BCS0/1/2/3 are already defined, then the BCS4 will be used if new CBWs are introduced, and as long as BCS4 is defined, no BCSx (x>4) will be introduced any more no matter the future new added CBW for a band, which means it will compatible with all the possible new added CBWs in future. Right?
 - For combination with only BCS0/1 are already defined, then BCS2 will be defined if new CBWs are introduced, and BCS3 will be defined if more new CBWs are introduced later, then BCS4 will be needed after BCS3, if the capping BCS4 is defined, then no BCSx (x>4) will be introduced any more,  same approach as above, right?
Also we have two questions:
1: Is this approach applied to intra-band contigous/non-contiguous CA? 
2: One question for clarification. Do we have to add a new row for BCS4 in the configuration table if new channel bandwidth is introduced in a legacy band? Or if BCS4 is introduced, does it mean it is no need to specific BCS4 in the table because BCS4 includes any possible combinations of bandwidths so it is not possible to specify the support CBW in each constituent band in the table? 
1. If BCS4 is introduced, it seems it can more or less include the existing BCS0/1/2/3 since the CBWs supported in BCS0/1/2/3 can be seen as a subset of BCS4.
CHTTL: if my understanding is correct, the proposal is to create a special BCS which support all the BW in the single band support, the idea is ok. But we might need to think about the consequence of not allowing new BCS?
VDF: Option 1 (Yes)
Telstra: Agree with the concept of introducing special BCS Option 1.
Bell Mobility: Option 1: Yes
TELUS: Option 1. We support introduction of BCS4.
Mediatek:
We tend to agree with option 1 but share same concern with Qualcomm that operators may have different request for IODT.
Apple:
Option 1: Yes. Supporting all bandwidths a UE supports for the single carrier also in a band combination makes sense, and I think we already decided not to have BCS at all 3-4 years ago, but then finally re-introduced them again in 38.101-1/2. This also solves the issue when a new CBW is added, since if the UE doesn’t support it for the single carrier case, it also doesn’t support it for the combination.
T-Mobile USA input #2:
To Huawei: RAN2 specs just point to RAN4 specs for the BCS definition. It is just a bitmap to them. 
To Qualcomm: A UE indicates which channel BWs it supports for a band, like n1 in your example, and for a band combination it reports the maximum channel BW for each band in the band combination. Therefore a UE could report that it supports 50 MHz for n1, but only up to 20 MHz for that band in a given bandwidth combination. We believe the existing RAN2 singalling is sufficient to cover the scenario you describe. 
To ZTE: We believe the existing RAN2 signalling can cover compatibility with new channel BWs. 
Also, if this proposal for BCS4 is approved, there will be no need to define BCS2 and BCS3 in your example. The RAN2 signalling can cover the new channel BS without the need for any BCS other than BCS4. 
1. We are not proposing BCS4 for intra-band combinations.
2. We don’t’ think we need to add a row for BCS4 in the tables. Please see a draft CR here: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_96_e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B144%5D%20BC_simplification/Draft_R4-120xxxxx_CR_38101-1-g40_BCS4.docx
3. We agree that BCS4 can essentially replace existing BCSs, but since legacy UEs will use the legacy BCSs we don’t think they can be removed them. 
To Mediatek: UEs implementations still have the ability to limit the maximum BW that is supported for each band in the band combination. It can be lower than the channel BW that it supports for the band by itself, and it can be different for each band combination. The existing RAN2 capability signalling allows for more flexibility than a BCS. 



 
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#2-1
Alternative to creating new BCSs
	Issue 2-1-A: Changes on assumption for NW to determine what bandwidth combinations the UE supports for the band combinations.
o	Agree (6 companies)
o	Disagree: (0 companies)
o	Question for clarification (6 companies)
Issue 2-1-B: (If the conclusion of issue 2-1-A is “Yes”) Agree that it is not needed to create new BCSs
o	Agree (7 companies)
o	Disagree: (3 companies)

Issue 2-1-C: Introduce BCS4 to indicate the UE supports all of the possible combinations of bandwidths for the band combinations
o	Agree (7 companies)
o	Agree the idea but need some study: (2 companies)
o	Disagree (2 companies)

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue to discuss in 2nd round. 
It is recommended the proponent addresses questions from companies. For some questions, the proponent already provided their answer, and check if the answer is sufficient or not.
Moderator proposes to assign WF to T-Mobile USA. Agreeable contents and remaining issues should be clarified in the WF.
Discussion paper(R4-2010622): noted.Tentative agreements:

WF(R4-20xxxxxx): return toCandidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:



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

	#1
	WF for alternative to creating new BCSs
	T-Mobile USA





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”



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”








