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Introduction
The basket WI was agreed in RAN#88e meeting to manage all requests related to adding new channel BW in existing NR bands. 
This agenda item will handle all contributions related to this WI:
· Endorsement of the updated WI including the new requests submitted for this meeting:
· Adding 70MHz in band n40.
· Adding 70 and 90MHz in band n97, and 100MHz for BS in band n97.
· Adding 10, 20, 30, 70 and 90MHz in band n79.
· Start or continue discussion on:
· Adding 25, 30 and 40 MHz CBW in band n2.
· Adding 25 MHz CBW in band n5.
· Adding 25 and 30MHz in band n71.
· Adding 100MHz in bands n46 and n96
Topic #1: Rapporteur inputs
This topic is aiming endorsing the updated WI with new requests submitted for this meeting. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2113737
	Ericsson
	WID revision including new requests made for this meeting

	R4-2113738
	Ericsson
	Big CR to TS 38.104
This CR will merge all draft CRs endorsed in the 1st / 2nd round.

	R4-2113739
	Ericsson
	Big CR to TS 38.101-1
This CR will merge all draft CRs endorsed in the 1st / 2nd round.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: A new request has been submitted for this meeting.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting: Endorsed the revised WID
Issue 1-1: New request adding 70MHz in band n40.
· Proposals
· Comments are welcome. 
· Recommended WF
· Approve the new request and endorse the revised WID.
Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description: A new request has been submitted for this meeting.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting: Endorsed the revised WID
Issue 1-2: New request adding 70, 90, 100 MHz for UE and 70, 90 MHz for BS in band n97.
· Proposals
· Comments are welcome. 
· Recommended WF
· Approve the new request and endorse the revised WID.
Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description: A new request has been submitted for this meeting.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting: Endorsed the revised WID
Issue 1-3: New request adding 10, 20, 30, 70 and 90MHz in band n79.
· Proposals
· Comments are welcome. 
· Recommended WF
· Approve the new request and endorse the revised WID.


Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 

	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 1-1: 
Issue 1-2: 
Issue 1-3: 
Others:

	ZTE
	Issue 1-3:
For introduction of 10,20,30MHz in band 79, since GSCN for n79 is based on minimum channel bandwidth 40MHz with step size 16, however if lower than 40MHz is introduced, then GSCN step size should be updated which might have impact on UE access procedure, we would like to further discuss this view with more BS and UE vendors how to handle this issue.



CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	NA
	

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 

	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1-1
	Tentative agreements: No comment received in the 1st round, this proposal could be endorsed by RAN4.

Recommendations for 2nd round: NA

	Sub-topic #1-2
	Tentative agreements: No comment received in the 1st round, this proposal could be endorsed by RAN4.
Recommendations for 2nd round: NA

	Sub-topic #1-3
	One company has some concerns (GSCN step size and potential impact on UE access procedure) with this request and is looking for feedbacks from other delegates.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Please provide feedback on ZTE concerns and any recommendation on how to address this.




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

	
	



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 1-3: New request adding 10, 20, 30, 70 and 90MHz in band n79 - GSCN step size and potential impact on UE access procedure

	Company
	Comments

	
	



Topic #2: Band n2 – 25, 30 and 40MHz
This topic is focusing on adding 25, 30 and 40MHz CBW support in band n2. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2111745
	AT&T
	Draft CR to TS 38.101-1

	R4-2111747
	AT&T
	Draft CR to TS 38.104



Open issues summary
No issue has been raised for this topic. 
· Recommended WF: Moderator’s recommendation is to focus on providing comment to the proposed draft CRs and endorse them.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Issue 2-1:  NA
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2111745
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Introduction of Additional CBWs for Band n2

	
	Skyworks: We are fine with the proposed REFSENS levels (Table 7.3.2-1) and UL Configuration proposals (Table 7.3.2-3).
Editorial comment: Table 7.3.2-1 header rows could not be displayed when opening the draftCR on our version of Word. May be an issue related to management of landscape format?

	
	AT&T: Thanks for the confirmation on the REFSENS levels and UL configurations. We can see the header row for Table 7.3.2-1 but for some reason it is splitting across pages and seems to be in the top margin area. Perhaps, Draft View or Web Layout views could help.

	
	Qualcomm: We are fine with the REFSENS values/ULconfiguration.

	
	Murata: We are ok to the REFSENS values and UL configurations.

	R4-2111747
	Draft CR to 38.104 Introduction of Additional CBWs for Band n2

	
	Company A

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 

	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	NA




CRs/TPs

	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2111745
	Companies are fine with the proposed values in the CR. 
Regarding the editorial comment, if confirmed, it could be fixed when writing the big CR.
This draft CR is endorsable.

	R4-2111747
	No comment has been received, the draft CR is endorsable.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
NA


Topic #3: Band n5 –25 MHz 
This topic is focusing on adding 25MHz CBW support in band n5. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2111746
	AT&T
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Introduction of 25MHz CBW for Band n5

	R4-2111748
	AT&T
	Draft CR to 38.104 Introduction of 25MHz CBW for Band n5

	R4-2114584
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Proposal 1: Adopt changes highlighted in yellow in Table 1 for Table 5.3.5-1 (subclause 5.3.5).
Proposal 2: Adopt following highlighted text proposal based on [3] for subclause 5.3.6 and highlighted changes in Table 2 for Table 5.3.6-1.
Proposal 3: Adopt the highlighted changes in Table 4 for Table 7.3.2-1 and in Table 5 for Table 7.3.2-3 for sub-clause 7.3.2.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1
Sub-topic description: Draft CRs 
· Proposals: There are few differences between the draft CR to TS 38.101-1 from AT&T and the proposed changes from Skyworks, they are listed here after:
1- Clause 5.3.6: Skyworks proprose the following additional change: 
“In FDD, the confinement is defined as a maximum deviation to the Tx-Rx carrier center…”
2- REFSENS values: there is 0.1dB difference between the 2 proposals, a compromise should be easy to find.
3- Skyworks propose to add a new note 8 with the REFSENS values:
NOTE 8: For n5, REFSENS is specified at [881.5] MHz downlink carrier frequency.
4- The new note 5 added to the RB allocation has different wording:
a. AT&T’s proposal:
NOTE 5:	The highest valid UL configuration with TX-RX separation (Table 5.4.4-1) equal to 0 shall be used.
b. Skyworks’ proposal: 
NOTE 5:   For band n5, uplink channel bandwidth is restricted to 20MHz and [836.5]MHz uplink carrier frequency shall be used.
· Recommended WF: Moderator’s recommendation would be to focus on providing comment to the proposed draft CRs directly and possibly endorse them after revision.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1: Draft CRs 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 
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

	R4-2111746
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Introduction of Additional CBWs for Band n5

	
	Skyworks: 
1) The addition word “maximum” in Clause 5.3.6 (proposal 2 R4-2114584) does not need to be captured in R4-2111746 as long as it is captured in bigCR that introduces 35MHz-45MHz CBW.  Note this change was agreed in WF R4-2107819 – we make proposal in R4-2112023.
2) REFSENS levels (Table 7.3.2-1): we are fine with the proposed levels,
3) UL configuration for REFSENS – Table 7.3.2-3 NOTE 5, we prefer this CR’s version rather than our P3 note 8 / Note 5. We would like to propose small changes which make NOTE 5 generic enough to apply to all bands for which REFSENS is specified for asymmetric UL/DL and where UL – DL frequency separation is set to the default duplex distance/default TX/RX separation as:

NOTE 5:   For this DL channel bandwidth, the highest valid UL configuration with TX-RX separation (Table 5.4.4-1) equal to 0 shall be used channel bandwidth specified in Table 5.3.6-1 and the default Tx-Rx frequency separation specified in Table 5.4.4-1 shall be used.
Advantage of this approach:
· RAN4 no longer has to specify the exact UL and DL carrier frequencies for each band of operation where asymmetric UL/DL operation has been agreed. Currently RAN4 there are ongoing discussions for bands n8 20MHz UL/35MHz, n25 40MHz UL. 45MHz DL and n71 20MHz UL /35MHz DL. Adopting this NOTE 5 proposal means that Note 8 in Table 7.3.2-1  (R4-2114584) can be removed, and specific carrier frequencies no longer need to be captured, making this NOTE5 future proof in case more such cases are requested.
· It may allow RAN5 to test reference sensitivity across multiple channels if needed.

Pre-condition to adopt NOTE5 proposal:
· Agree that for REFSENS for bands with asymmetric UL/DL CBW, the UL/DL carrier frequencies are set at their default Tx-Rx frequency separation value as specified in Table 5.4.4-1.
· Agree on adopting the REFSENS levels that correspond to such UL Fc / DL Fc frequency separation.

	
	AT&T:

Responses to Skyworks comments.

1) We are OK to capture the addition of the word “maximum” in clause 5.3.6 in our draft CR. This will help with traceability for the big CR. We will upload a revision with this change.
2) Thanks for the confirmation.
3) We are OK to update NOTE 5 as suggested. We will upload a revision with this change.

	
	Skyworks: Thank you for revision 1 of draft CR R4-2111746. This is agreeable to us. 
The updated Note 5 will help simplify the 35MHz/45MHz bigCR discussed in thread [117].

	
	Qualcomm: We are fine the revision of the CR.

	
	Murata: We are ok to the revision.

	R4-2111748
	Draft CR to 38.104 Introduction of Additional CBWs for Band n5

	
	Company A

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 

	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	NA



CRs/TPs

	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	 R4-2111746
	This draft CR shall be revised. A draft revision has already been proposed and it seems agreeable by everyone.
If no further comment in the 2nd round, the revision will then be endorsed directly.

	R4-2111748
	No comment received in the 1st round, to be endorsed.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
No discussion is expected in the 2nd round, a revision to the draft CR has already been proposed and seems acceptable by everyone.




Topic #4: Band n71 – 25 and 30 MHz 
This topic is focusing on adding 25 and 30MHz CBW support in band n71. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2112737
	Murata
	Observation 1:  With limiting the UL BW to 20MHz, PA Tx noise can be significantly reduced.
Proposal 1:
  For Band n71 25MHz and 30MHz channel bandwidth operation, restrict the UL channel bandwidth to 20MHz, and keep existing duplex offset between center of RX and TX channel BWs.
Proposal 2:
  REFSENS and UL configurations for band n71 25MHz and 30MHz Channel bandwidth operation are proposed highlighted as Table 3 and Table 4.
	Operating Band
	SCS kHz
	5
MHz
(dBm)
	10
MHz
(dBm)
	15
MHz
(dBm)
	20
MHz
(dBm)
	25
MHz
(dBm)
	30 MHz (dBm)
	35 MHz (dBm)

	n71
	15
	-97.2
	-94
	-91.6
	-86
	-83.6
	-82.3
	[-80.7]

	
	30
	　
	-94.3
	-91.9
	-87.4
	-83.7
	-82.4
	[-80.8]

	
	60
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	



	Operating Band
	SCS kHz
	5
MHz
(dBm)
	10
MHz
(dBm)
	15
MHz
(dBm)
	20
MHz
(dBm)
	25
MHz
(dBm)
	30 MHz (dBm)
	35 MHz (dBm)

	n71
	15
	25
	25
	20
	20
	20
	20
	[20]

	
	30
	　
	12
	10
	10
	10
	10
	[10]

	
	60
	　
	
	
	
	
	
	







Open issues summary
Sub-topic 4-1
Sub-topic description: Symmetric or asymmetric UL/DL for 25 and 30MHz channel BW.
Issue 4-1: channel BW in UL:  asymmetric (20 MHz) or symmetric.
· Proposals: Channel BW in UL should be limited to 20MHz for 25 and 30MHz.
· Yes (Murata)
· No
· Recommended WF
· Further discussion would be needed to collect other companies’ view. 

Issue 4-2: REFSENS limits and RB allocations
· Proposals: Following option should be further discussed
· Option 1:
	Operating Band
	SCS kHz
	5
MHz
(dBm)
	10
MHz
(dBm)
	15
MHz
(dBm)
	20
MHz
(dBm)
	25
MHz
(dBm)
	30 MHz (dBm)
	35 MHz (dBm)

	n71
	15
	-97.2
	-94
	-91.6
	-86
	-83.6
	-82.3
	[-80.7]

	
	30
	　
	-94.3
	-91.9
	-87.4
	-83.7
	-82.4
	[-80.8]

	
	60
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	



	Operating Band
	SCS kHz
	5
MHz
(dBm)
	10
MHz
(dBm)
	15
MHz
(dBm)
	20
MHz
(dBm)
	25
MHz
(dBm)
	30 MHz (dBm)
	35 MHz (dBm)

	n71
	15
	25
	25
	20
	20
	20
	20
	[20]

	
	30
	　
	12
	10
	10
	10
	10
	[10]

	
	60
	　
	
	
	
	
	
	



· Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA 


Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Issue 4-1: channel BW in UL:  asymmetric (20 MHz) or symmetric
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	Additional measurements/data is needed before we can accept REFSENS levels for 25MHz and 30MHz CBW. We can present data at next meeting for n71.

	Qualcomm
	Qualcomm would like to bring contribution with analysis to the next meeting.

	Murata
	We agree with recommended WF.

	Apple
	We would like to ask for time until next meeting to provide an analysis on both scenarios.


 
Issue 4-2: REFSENS values and RB allocations
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	It seems reasonable to adopt the same UL RB configurations for 25MHz and 30MHz than what RAN4 has agreed for 35MHz. If RAN4 agrees that REFSENS is specified assuming that UL and DL carrier frequencies are set to their default Tx-Rx frequency separation value specified in Table 5.4.4-1, we propose to adopt the generic NOTE 5 for n71 as follows (based on comments for n5 25MHz):
NOTE 5:   For this DL channel bandwidth, the highest UL channel bandwidth specified in Table 5.3.6-1 and the default Tx-Rx frequency separation specified in Table 5.4.4-1 shall be used.

	Qualcomm
	The UL configuration is reasonable

	Murata
	We agree with Skyworks comments.

	Apple
	We would like to ask for time until next meeting to provide an analysis for the REFSENS for 25 and 30 MHz. In terms of the RB allocation, the numbers seem reasonable.


 

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

	
	

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 

	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	REFSENS values and RB allocations 
Tentative agreements: The RB allocation seems agreeable by everyone. REFSENS values discussion should be postponed to next meeting, waiting for additional inputs.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Capture the RB allocation in a WF



CRs/TPs

	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	NA



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)



Topic #5: NR-U bands n46 and n96 – 100 MHz channel BW
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-1111835
	Charter Communications, Inc
	Observation 1: It can be noticed that for 60 MHz channel bandwidth configurations, the channel rasters were defined to fall inside the 80 MHz channel bonding configurations in Wi-Fi. This assures fair co-existence with both technologies.
Observation 2:  There are several co-existence issues with the proposed channel rasters for 100 MHz channel bandwidth in [1] and [2].
Observation 3: Wideband multi-channel access operations for 100 MHz channel bandwidth needs to consider multiple CAT4 LBT procedures to insure fair co-existence with Wi-Fi.
Proposal 1: RAN4 should consider no 100 MHz channel bandwidth configuration in NR-U can overlap two 80 MHz Wi-Fi channel bonding, only 4- 100 MHz channel rasters (5200, 5300, 5520 and 5865 MHz) for NR-U in 5 GHz (n46).
Observation4: In 6 GHz in the US, contiguous 80 MHz Wi-Fi channel bonds from U-NII-5 to U-NII-8 can be observed  
Proposal 2: RAN4 should consider 2-100 MHz NR-U channel bandwidth configurations per 160 MHz Wi-Fi channels (5995 MHz, 6475 MHz, 6055 MHz, 6535 MHz, 6155 MHz, 6635 MHz, 6215 MHz, 6315 MHz, 6695 MHz, 6795 MHz, 6375 MHz, 6855 MHz, 6955 MHz, 7055 MHz and 7075MHz) in 6 GHz (n96).

	R4-2112031
	CableLabs
	Observation 1: the new 100 MHz bandwidth for NR-U introduces a new case of channel puncturing: interior triple puncture.
Proposal 1: re-use SEMs up to 80 MHz bandwidth agreed during RAN4 #93 (presented in Section 2 and Figure 1) for the 100 MHz bandwidth edge puncture, interior single puncture and interior double puncture SEMs.
Proposal 2: SEM case 1 (-31 dBr) should be used with priority since it has the smallest SINR degradation (compared with the other 2 cases under analysis), see Table 1 and Figure 3.
Proposal 3: SEM case 2 (-28 dBr) may be considered alternatively albeit the victim SINR degradation remains a concern, see Table 1 and Figure 3.
Proposal 4: another alternative solution is to avoid triple punctured case for the 100 MHz bandwidth. The maximum interior punctured bandwidth is 40 MHz.

	R4-2112301
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Proposal:
· 100MHz channel SEM is simply introduced by changing Table 6.5F.2.2-1 in 38.101-1 to its simplified version below with brackets removed
· The rest of the specification does not need changes and the image leakage exception to -28dBr and the carrier leakage exception to -28dBc is maintained as already specified in section 6.5F.2.2.1 in 38.101-1

	R4-2112302
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Observation 1 on channelization rule: Deriving from the 60MHz NR-U channelization rule, NR-U 100MHz channels should not overlap with two 160MHz Wi-Fi channels and there are four overlapping 100MHz channels per 160MHz Wi-Fi channel.
Proposal 1 on missing 60 and 80MHz channels: Missing channels are verified and if confirmed added to 38.101-1

Proposal 2 on 100MHz channelization rule: 
· The 100MHz channel shall not overlap two 160 MHz Wi-Fi channels rule is adopted.
· The number of 100MHz channels per 160MHz channels may be restricted to less than four
· Channel frequencies and NREF values can be derived from Table 1 based on adopted rule

	R4-2113067
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: Channel raster for 100MHz CBW in NRU as listed in Table 1 is proposed for n46.

Proposal 2: existing MPR values can be applied for 100 MHz channel bandwidth
Proposal 3: The BS spectrum emission mask for 100MHz channel bandwidths in NRU should be supported as below:
· for full bandwidth transmission, the general spectrum emission mask in NRU is applied.
· for single non-transmitted channel in the middle, the emission mask of the puncture center is limited at -23dBr
· for multiple non-transmitted channels in the middle, the emission mask in the middle is floored at -25dBr 

	R4-2113664
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	Observation 1: RF filter can reject out-of-band interferers but not feasible to deal with in-band interferers. ACS can be achieved by combining rejection capabilities from IF (Intermediate frequency) analog and digital filters.
Observation 2: In TS 38.101-1, the Table 7.5-2 and Table 7.5-5 indicate that ACS for NR bands with FDL_low ≥ 3300 MHz is 33dB and the BW of adjacent interferer is assumed to be the same as desired signal BW. Thus, regarding implementation of IF filters’ rejection capability, the upper bound of ACS could be 33dB. 
Observation 3: For co-existence scenarios, the NR-U ACS requirement can be better or equal to Wi-Fi adjacent-interferer rejection capability, as shown below. Wi-Fi’s rejection requirement to adjacent interferer is 16dB.
Proposal 1: To consider adopting NR-U ACS of 17.5 dB for 100MHz CBW, which is equal to Wi-Fi rejection capability for adjacent interferer.  
	RX parameter
	Units
	Channel bandwidth

	
	
	20 MHz
	40 MHz
	60 MHz
	80 MHz
	100 MHz

	ACS
	dB
	24
	21
	19.2
	18
	[17.5]




	R4-2113937
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: propose to define 100MHz BW for NR-U.
Proposal 2: to adopt the channel raster for 100MHz in Table 1.
Proposal 3: to adopt the intra-carrier GB for 100MHz in Table 2.
	CBW
	SCS [KHz]
	GB@80MHz
	GB@20MHz
	Intra-band carrier PRB configuration

	100MHz
	30
	845KHz
	805KHz
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK19]6PRB(51~56)
5PRB(107~111)
6PRB(162~167)
6PRB(218~223)

	
	60
	1370KHz
	970KHz
	4PRB(25~28)
3PRB(53~55)
4PRB(80~83)
4PRB(108~111)

	Note: PRB index is starting from 1. 



Proposal 4: to adopt SEM with three non-transmitted carriers for 100MHz in Table 3.
	Three non-transmitted channel (N=60MHz)

	Point
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	DeltaFrequency
	[MHz]
	-0.5N
	-0.5N+1
	-0.25N
	0.25N
	0.5N-1
	0.5N

	Absolute Frequency
	[MHz]
	-30
	-29
	-15
	15
	29
	30

	Delta Power
	[dBr]
	0
	-20
	-25
	-25
	-20
	0



Proposal 5: to further discuss the related BS/UE RF requirement.


	R4-2114202
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal 1: Adopt the channel raster in Table 1 for NR-U 100 MHz CBW in band n46.
	Nominal channel freq (MHz)
	NREF (NR-ARFCN)
	FREF (MHz)

	5200
	746668
	5200.02

	5220
	748000
	5220.00

	5240
	749332
	5239.98

	5260
	750668
	5260.02

	5280
	752000
	5280.00

	5300
	753332
	5299.98

	5520
	768000
	5520.00

	5540
	769332
	5539.98

	5560
	770668
	5560.02

	5580
	772000
	5580.00

	5600
	773332
	5599.98

	5620
	774668
	5620.02

	6540
	776000
	5640.00

	5660
	777332
	5659.98

	5680
	778668
	5680.02

	5785
	785668
	5785.02

	5805
	787000
	5805.00

	5825
	788332
	5824.98

	5845
	789668
	5845.02

	5865
	791000
	5865.00


[bookmark: _Ref70962293]Table 1: Channel raster for NRU 100 MHz in band n46
Proposal 2: Adopt the channel raster in Table 2 for NR-U 100 MHz CBW in band n96.
	Nominal channel freq (MHz)
	NREF (NR-ARFCN)
	FREF (MHz)

	5995
	799668
	5995.02

	6015
	801000
	6015.00

	6035
	802332
	6034.98

	6055
	803668
	6055.02

	6155
	810332
	6154.98

	6175
	811668
	6175.02

	6195
	813000
	6195.00

	6215
	814332
	6214.98

	6315
	821000
	6315.00

	6335
	822332
	6334.98

	6355
	823668
	6355.02

	6375
	825000
	6375.00

	6475
	831668
	6475.02

	6495
	833000
	6495.00

	6515
	834332
	6514.98

	6535
	835668
	6535.02

	6635
	842332
	6634.98

	6655
	843668
	6655.02

	6675
	845000
	6675.00

	6695
	846332
	6694.98

	6795
	853000
	6795.00

	6815
	854332
	6814.98

	6835
	855668
	6835.02

	6855
	857000
	6855.00

	6955
	863668
	6955.02

	6975
	865000
	6975.00

	6995
	866332
	6994.98

	7015
	867668
	7015.02

	7035
	869000
	7035.00

	7055
	870332
	7054.98

	7075
	871668
	7075.02


[bookmark: _Ref79059657]Table 2: Channel raster for NRU 100 MHz in band n96


Open issues summary
Sub-topic 5-1: channelization 
Sub-topic description: Channel raster for 100MHz channel BW. There are many views on channelization for 100MHz, some companies are making their proposals based on general rules. Before going in each value selection, it’s preferrable to align on generic rules as much as possible.
Issue 5-1-1: Channelization for 100MHz – general rules
· Proposals: .
· Option 1 (Charter)
· One 100MHz NR-U should only overlap one 80 MHz Wi-Fi channel for n46.
· Consider only two 100 MHz NR-U per 160 MHz Wi-Fi channel in n96.
· Option 2 (Skyworks, Qualcomm?)
· One 100MHz NR-U should not overlap two 160 MHz Wi-Fi channels for n46 and n96.
· Consider only four 100 MHz per 160MHz Wi-Fi channel for n46 and n96.
· Other option
· Recommended WF
· Further discussion would be needed to collect other companies’ view and converge to some agreements. 

Issue 5-1-2: Missing channels for 60 and 80MHz channel BW
· Proposals: .
· Option 1: Based on n46 NREF values, a valid 60MHz channel at 5845.02MHz (NREF=789668) and a 80MHz channel at 5854.98MHz (NREF=790332) corresponding to an existing Wi-Fi channel are missing. (Skyworks)
· Recommended WF
· TBA 



Sub-topic 5-2: SEM
Sub-topic description: The SEM for 100MHz channel BW shall be further discussed and more specifically when puncturing channels inside a 100MHz NR-U signal.

Issue 5-2-1: General SEM for 100MHz channel BW
· Proposals: The SEM for 100MHz channel BW without any punctured carrier shall be the same SEM as for channel BW up to 80 MHz
· Yes (CableLabs, Skyworks, Huawei, ZTE)
· No
· Recommended WF
· The general SEM for 100MHz channel BW shall be the same SEM as for up to channel BW up to 80 MHz, as specified in TS 38.101-1 clause 6.5F.2.2.

Issue 5-2-2: SEM for edge puncture, single puncture and double puncture
· Proposals: For edge puncture, interior single and double puncture, re-use the same SEM for up to 80 MHz
· Yes (CableLabs, Skyworks, Huawei)
· No
· Recommended WF
· The SEM for edge puncture, interior single and double puncture shall be the same the SEM for up to 80 MHz, as specified in TS 38.101-1.

Issue 5-2-3: Triple punctured channel in the 100MHz channel
· Proposals: Avoid triple punctured case for 100 MHz channel BW
· Yes (CableLabs)
· No
· Recommended WF
· TBA 

Issue 5-2-4: SEM for triple puncture
· Proposals: For interior triple puncture (depending on agreement on issue XX) the SEM should be
· Option1: -31dBr at 20MHz from the edges (CableLabs (preferred))
· Option2: -28dBr at 10MHz from the edges (CableLabs (as a compromise))
· Option3: -25dBr at 15MHz from the edges (Huawei, ZTE)
· Option 4: -28dBr floor in-band as already agreed for other channel BW punctures to accommodate image issues (Skyworks)
· Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA 



Issue 5-2-5: SEM table simplification
· Proposals: SEM requirement table 6.5F.2.2-1
· Option 1: Simplify the table using formula (Skyworks):
[image: ]
· Option 2: Keep existing table
· Recommended WF
· TBA 

Sub-topic 5-3: Others
Sub-topic description: The following issues are related to other RF requirements when introducing 100MHz channel BW for NR-U.
Issue 5-3-1: ACS
· Proposals: The NR-U ACS value for 100MHz channel BW:
· Option 1: 17.5 dB (MediaTek)
· Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA 

Issue 5-3-2: MPR
· Proposals: Existing MPR values can be applied to 100 MHz channel BW
· Yes (Huawei)
· No
· Recommended WF
· Existing MPR values should be applicable to 100MHz channel BW as well.

Issue 5-3-3: Intra-carrier guard band
· Proposals: Existing MPR values can be applied to 100 MHz channel BW
· Option 1 (ZTE)
	CBW
	SCS [KHz]
	GB@80MHz
	GB@20MHz
	Intra-band carrier PRB configuration

	100MHz
	30
	845KHz
	805KHz
	6PRB(51~56)
5PRB(107~111)
6PRB(162~167)
6PRB(218~223)

	
	60
	1370KHz
	970KHz
	4PRB(25~28)
3PRB(53~55)
4PRB(80~83)
4PRB(108~111)

	Note: PRB index is starting from 1. 



· other
· Recommended WF
· TBA.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub-topic 5-1: Channelization
Issue 5-1-1: Channelization for 100MHz – general rules
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	Confirm that Skyworks and Qualcomm channelization rules for 100MHz are the same. Even in WiFi channelization rule is related to upward channel bandwidths so it is not acceptable that 100MHz channels are constrained by 80MHz channels. The rule should be 100MHz channels shall not overlap two 160MHz channels.

	Charter Communications Inc
	Option 1
For n46 ( 5GHz),  there is a significant incumbency for Wi-Fi in this band and having 100 MHz channel rasters in NR-U overlapping two 80 MHz channel bonding configurations in Wi-Fi is devastating and will not honored the agreement in revised WID.  There has been studies in the US bu University of Chicago that shows that co-existence issues between technologies in this band causes as much as 90% of throughput degradation

For n96 (6 GHz), there isn’t an incumbency issue is this band as it is newly created.  As a compromise agreement having 2-100 MHz nr-U rasters falling inside 160 MHz Wi-I channel bonding is a good compromise.  Limiting this to 2-100 MHz channel rasters rather than 4-100 MHz channel rasters provides some fairness as Wi-Fi channel can dynamically arrange themselves to utilize the unused spectrum.  

	Qualcomm
	In RAN92#-e it was agreed that when introducing NR-U 100 MHz “the same importance shall be given to ensuring co-existence with other technologies (e.g. WiFi) as for other channel bandwidths.” In our view, the channelization rules proposed by Skyworks and Qualcomm follow the spirit of this agreement.
Charter argues that one 100 MHz NR-U channel should not be allowed to overlap with two 80 MHz Wifi channels. By that logic, a 60 MHz NR-U channel should not have been allowed to overlap with two 40 MHz Wifi channels. However, the NR-U 60 MHz channel raster does allow such overlap and, following the same principle, NR-U 100 MHz should be allowed to overlap two 80 MHz Wifi channels.
We agree that the channel rasters should ensure fair co-existence between both technologies. However, relegating NR-U 100 MHz to band-edge channel allocations with stricter emission limits would not be fair. 

	CableLabs
	We support option 1. Wi-Fi networks have been deployed years before NR-U was defined. There are only seven 80 MHz Wi-Fi channels in band n46. It is detrimental to Wi-Fi networks and users if a 100 MHz NR-U channel blocks two 80 MHz Wi-Fi channels. And it is not a fair coexistence scenario in the unlicensed band.
Based on the ECC Report 302 and FCC R&O DOC-363490A1, 50% of the Wi-Fi channels use 80 MHz bandwidth, and only 10% of the Wi-Fi channels use 40 MHz bandwidth. We understand Qualcomm’s point that 60 MHz NR-U channel rasters should not have been allowed to overlap 40 MHz Wi-Fi channels. However, 80 MHz Wi-Fi bandwidth is much more important than 40 MHz bandwidth. In addition, 60 MHz NR-U channel blocks two 40 MHz Wi-Fi channels makes the spectrum utilization near 75%. 100 MHz NR-U channel blocks two 80 MHz Wi-Fi channels decreases the spectrum utilization to 62.5%. Again, 50% of Wi-Fi channels use 80 MHz bandwidth. 100 MHz NR-U channel rasters block two 80 MHz Wi-Fi channels reduce the spectrum efficiency in the unlicensed band.

	Nokia
	We support option 2 with similar arguments as provided by Qualcomm

	Huawei
	We are ok with option 2. Similar approach can apply as 60 MHz.

	Intel
	First of all, we would like to note that 3GPP has defined two modes of operation in terms of co-existence with WiFi - one where NR-U/LAA coexist with WI-Fi, and one where the network ensures that Wi-Fi or other incumbent is absent, and this is indicated to a UE via a parameter called absenceOfAnyOtherTechnology-r16. Also, NR-U supports FBE mode with semi-static channel occupancy and in accordance to RAN1 specifications it is intended for environments where the absence of other technologies is guaranteed (e.g., by level of regulations, private premises policies). 
Therefore, we think that two types of deployment scenarios are possible and channel raster design should take this into account:
· Scenario #1: Environments where the absence of other technologies is guaranteed
· In our understanding in such scenarios no technical issues are expected for NR-U to use 100 MHz CBW with a flexible raster. So, Option 2 can be adopted or alternatively a more flexible channel raster (e.g., 20 MHz grid) can be considered.
· Scenario #2: 3GPP/WiFi coexistence scenarios
· For such scenario a certain level of fair co-existence with WiFi should be considered. Option 1 will almost preclude using NR-U 100 MHz CBW and also push 100MHz allocations to the band edge with stricter requirements. From our point of view Option 2, when one 100MHz NR-U does not overlap two 160 MHz Wi-Fi channels will provide a fair coexistence. Furthermore, we think that two 100 MHz per 160MHz Wi-Fi channel can be considered as a good compromise solution for this scenario.
In summary our view is 
1) RAN4 can define different channel rasters for Scenario #1 and Scenario #2 (i.e. for environments where the absence of other technologies is guaranteed and for environments with presence of other technologies)
2) RAN4 can define channel raster locations to allow for greater flexibility for NR-U(e.g. based on option 2) and add specification text that would state that certain raster locations are only for use in environments, where the absence of other technologies is guaranteed (e.g., by level of regulations, private premises policies). It would be the responsibility of the network owner to ensure that this requirement is respected.
3) For environments “where the absence of other technologies is guaranteed” use Option 2 or more flexible channel raster (e.g., 20 MHz grid)
4) For environments “with presence of other technologies” use modified Option 2 with two 100 MHz per 160MHz Wi-Fi channel

	Charter Communications Inc
	To Intel’s comments, Scenario #1 cannot be guarantee, especially in 5 GHz due to the high level of incumbency.  There are examples and studies that have been done where this condition has not been guarantee.
Having a 100 MHz NR-U raster blocking two 80 Mhz Wi-Fi channels does not ensure co-existence in 5 GHz 

	 ZTE
	Option 2, we tend to agree with skyworks that 100MHz carrier placement should not be restricted by 80MHz. 

	HPE
	For n46 (5 GHz), we support Option 1 and have grave reservations about coexistence with Wi-Fi networks and the efficient use of the band if a 100 MHz NR-U channel were configured to overlap with two 80 MHz Wi-Fi channels.  Based on our laboratory and field experience with LAA, as well the extensive body of simulations and measured results published by others, the other proposed options would result neither in fair coexistence nor in efficient use of spectrum.
For n96 (6 GHz), we have the same concerns about fair coexistence with Wi-Fi and efficient use of spectrum.  However, we also have more fundamental concerns regarding incumbent protection in the 6 GHz band.  As far as we are aware, the impact of 100 MHz channel configurations on protected incumbents has never been presented or evaluated in either the EU or US rulemaking process.  The deployment of multiple technologies operating with unaligned channel rasters some with bandwidths that have not been studied or even presented for review, has the potential to substantially degrade incumbent operation and should not be considered.

	Apple
	Generally speaking, one of the reasons for having channelization raster restrictions to ensure better co-existence with other systems, e.g. WIFI. From that point of view, Option 1 provides better co-exsitence as there will be fewer cases when one 100MHz chanel overlaps with several bonded channels.  For better co-existence with WIFI, NR-U already can use 80MHz or 80+80MHz carrier aggregation so the use case for 100MHz is anyway somewhat limited.   




Issue 5-1-2: Missing channels for 60 and 80MHz
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	After verifying NREFs for 100MHz we can confirm that the 60MHZ and 80MHZ channels are missing and the missing 80mMHz channel correspond to a valid 80MHZ WiFi channel. If agreeable to all, the specification should be fixed even if this is not directly linked to 100MHz.

	Charter Communications  Inc
	It looks like option 1 is ok

	Qualcomm
	It appears that incorrect (?) NR-U raster points were added in TS 38.101-1 instead of the missing channels. The channels in question are NREF=787000 (5805 MHz) for CBW=60 MHz and NREF = 786332 (5795 MHz) for CBW=80 MHz. It seems these channels should be replaced by the ones listed in option 1. 

	CableLabs
	This is probably due to the U-NII-4 band released by FCC recently. We agree on the 60MHz channel raster at 5845.02MHz (NREF=789668) and the 80MHz channel raster at 5854.98MHz (NREF=790332).

	Nokia
	We are fine with this correction.


 

Sub-topic 5-2: SEM
Issue 5-2-1: General SEM for 100MHz channel BW
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	Agree with the way FW and suggests that simplified equation based table is used. Note that current table has errors.

	Charter Communications Inc
	· We agree with the proposal  (The SEM for 100MHz channel BW without any punctured carrier shall be the same SEM as for channel BW up to 80 MHz)

	CableLabs
	We agree.

	Nokia
	Agree with WF

	Huawei
	agree

	 ZTE
	We agree with that.

	Apple
	Yes, it is ok to follow same principles as the existing 80MHz SEM mask has.



Issue 5-2-2: SEM for edge puncture, single puncture and double puncture
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	Agree with the way FW

	Charter Communications Inc.
	· We agree with the proposal (For edge puncture, interior single and double puncture, re-use the same SEM for up to 80 MHz)

	CableLabs
	We agree.

	Nokia
	Agree with WF

	Huawei
	agree

	Apple
	Yes, for edge puncture, interior single and double puncture, re-use the same SEM for up to 80 MHz.


 
Issue 5-2-3: Triple punctured channel in the 100MHz channel
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	We do not see why triple punctures should be avoided. They are on the BS side only (as only possible for non-contiguous sub-bands)

	Charter Communications Inc.
	We agree with the proposal (Avoid triple punctured case for 100 MHz channel BW)

	CableLabs
	This is unnecessary of Issue 5-2-4 could achieve a consensus. Avoiding the triple punctured channel is an alternative solution for Issue 5-2-4. Similar solutions were adopted by Wi-Fi for punctured channel SEM topics.

	Nokia
	To our understanding there is nothing precluding triple punctures. This as long as we follow the principal of the harmonized standard as has been used for the development of the SEM in general for NR-U. For triple punctures the requirements are copied in below from EN 301 893:
When there are two or more unused channels in between used channels (all belonging to the same group of adjacent channels configured for multi-channel operation) and these unused channels are adjacent to each other, an additional channel edge mask as in figure 3 shall be applied only at the lowest and highest channel edge of the group of unused adjacent channels. UM is the total bandwidth of used channels adjacent to the unused channel(s).
[image: ]

	Huawei
	We support to include triple punctures.

	Intel
	We like to understand the motivation preventing the triple punctures. A puncturing is based on each LBT assessment and is independent process from other LBT.

	ZTE
	Similar view as Skyworks, why tripe punctures cannot been enabled.

	Apple
	So, the use case is that the network performs 1-0-0-0-1 transmission i.e. three intermediate channels are not transmitted at all.  We can put a restriction on the network side to disable triple-puncture, but that could be too restrictive for the network. 


 
Issue 5-2-4: SEM for triple puncture
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	As discussed in our paper a -28dBr floor but the slope should not reach -28dBr at 10MHz offset like suggested in CableLabs document but rather at 12.5MHz offset.

	Charter Communications Inc.
	We agree with
· Option1: -31dBr at 20MHz from the edges (CableLabs (preferred))
· Option2: -28dBr at 10MHz from the edges (CableLabs (as a compromise))


	CableLabs
	We provided a comparative simulation study in R4-2112031. The -25 dBr SEM corresponds to large SINR degradation. We prefer -31 dBr and could accept -28 dBr. We are checking the -28 dBr 12.5 MHz offset that Skyworks proposed.

	Nokia
	To our understanding the proposal from Skyworks follows the principal of the harmonized standard as described above. If this is the case, we see no reason for changing our approach so far for NR-U of reusing the EN 301 893 SEM  

	Huawei
	We do not see the reason to not to align with ETSI BRAN mask

	Apple
	Having -28dBr as a floor in-band value is a good compromise because this is what we already have for the edge puncture case. The “slope” can be discussed further.   


 
Issue 5-2-5: SEM table simplification
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	Existing table cannot be kept as 100MHz nees to be added and there are errors to be fixed. Given this is would be better to adopt a BW related equation based approach like happening for NR.

	Charter Communications Inc.
	Proposed table cannot be agreed until a resolution or consensus agreement is obtained in issue 5-2-4 given that in the equation for 100 Mhz channel bandwidth the limit results yields -28 dBr.

	CableLabs
	Thanks Skyworks for re-defining the formulas. Let’s solve issues 5-2-3 and 5-2-4 first. The simplification may not be necessary if issue 5-2-3 is agreed.

	Nokia
	We are okay with simplifying the SEM table as proposed by Skyworks. We can keep [100MHz] as tentative if that resolves the concerns from Charter and CableLabs 


 

Sub-topic 5-3: Others
Issue 5-3-1: ACS
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Option 1: 17.5 dB with square brackets from our Tdoc’s Table. I missed to put wording in our proposal.  
The intention is we think [17.5] dB ACS for 100MHz CBW. If there is any RAN4 colleagues’ contribution in next meeting for further discussion. It is also appreciated.   
 

	Apple
	The NR-U ACS value for 100 MHz should be defined as 17 dB not 17.5 dB, considering the log-scale from the definition of NR-U ACS 24 dB at 20 MHz. The scaling follows the previous agreement for the definition of NR-U ACS for the other CBWs.


 
Issue 5-3-2: MPR
	Company
	Comments

	Skyworks
	In our early NRU evaluation we also looked into 100MHz and can confirm that existing MPR is applicable to 100MHz. however, depending on SEM mask adopted, MPR for 100MHz wideband operation may need revisiting. In our contribution we also discussed whether A-MPR should focus on n96 NS53/54 only as a starting point or tackle any upcoming regulation in 6GHz band.

	Charter Communications Inc.
	We are ok revisiting the MPR for 100 MHz wideband operation.

	Huawei
	In our evaluation the existing MPR can be reused.

	Apple
	From the UE perspective, we can adopt exiting A-MPR values from the 80MHz channel, but practically speaking that will allow a UE to back-off more than it should. Thus, ideally new A-MPR values for the 100MHz channel should be derived.


 
Issue 5-3-3: Intra-carrier guard band
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	ZTE
	This issue should be resolved similar as 40MHz, 60MHz, 80MHz;

	Apple
	ZTE proposal is to have the following pattern, 50-6-50-6-50-5-50-6-50, which results in asymmetrical numbers. So for the 30kHz SCS, we may consider a smaller center bin which will result in same intra-carrier guard bands between all the bins:
50-6-50-6-49-6-50-6-50
For the 60kHz SCS, the guard bands may look as presented below. We already have 5RB intra-carrier guard band for the 80MHz channel, so it is not clear why should have 3-4RBs for the 100MHz channel.
23-5-23-5-23-5-23-5-23


 



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

	
	

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 

	
	Status summary 

	Issue 5-1-1
	Channelization for 100MHz – general rules 
Tentative agreements:4 companies prefer option 1 and 6 companies prefer option 2.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Capture any possible agreements for the next steps, with the 2 options in the WF.

	Issue 5-1-2
	Missing channels for 60 and 80MHz channel BW
Tentative agreements: General agreement that the proposed raster values for 60 and 80 MHz are missing. But they might replace NREF=787000 (5805 MHz) for CBW=60 MHz and NREF = 786332 (5795 MHz) for CBW=80 MHz
Candidate options: Add values: for 60MHz channel at 5845.02MHz (NREF=789668) and for 80MHz channel at 5854.98MHz (NREF=790332)
Recommendations for 2nd round: Confirm if those values should replace existing values:  NREF=787000 (5805 MHz) for CBW=60 MHz and NREF = 786332 (5795 MHz) for CBW=80 MHz
Final agreement to be captured in the WF.

	Issue 5-2-1
	General SEM for 100MHz channel BW
Tentative agreements: General agreement that the SEM for 100MHz channel BW without any punctured carrier shall be the same SEM as for channel BW up to 80 MHz 
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: To be captured in the WF.

	Issue 5-2-2
	SEM for edge puncture, single puncture and double puncture
Tentative agreements: General agreement that for edge puncture, interior single and double puncture, re-use the same SEM for up to 80 MHz
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: To be captured in the WF

	Issue 5-2-3
	Triple punctured channel in the 100MHz channel
Tentative agreements:6 companies consider triple puncture shall be supported, one company is against and one company commented triple puncture could be supported if an agreement could found on 5-2-4.
Candidate options: Assume triple puncture should be supported (an agreement might be found on 5-2-4).
Recommendations for 2nd round: to be captured in the WF.

	Issue 5-2-4
	SEM for triple puncture
Tentative agreements: Option 4 is preferred by 4 companies arguing this is compliant with the ETSI harmonized standard. 2 companies have different opinion and prefer options 1 or 2.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: To be further discussed, the different options and next steps to be captured in the WF.

	Issue 5-2-5
	SEM table simplification 
Tentative agreements: The simplification seems acceptable, pending on solving issues 5-2-3/5-2-4.
Candidate options: 
Recommendations for 2nd round: The simplification might be captured in the WF, removing 100MHz for the time being (waiting for the resolution of 5-2-3/5-2-4).

	Issue 5-3-1
	ACS
Tentative agreements: No consensus so far
Candidate options: 17 dB and [17.5 dB] have been proposed
Recommendations for 2nd round: Capture the 2 options in the WF if agreement in the 2nd round.

	Issue 5-3-2
	MPR
Tentative agreements: 2 companies consider same MPR is applicable for 100MHz, one company is open for considering another value and one company thinks MPR should be ideally reconsidered. There is no strong view suggesting MPR shall be reviewed then.
Candidate options: Existing MPR values can be applied to 100 MHz channel BW
Recommendations for 2nd round: Capture the tentative agreement in the WF.

	Issue 5-3-3
	Intra-carrier guard band 
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: To be further discussed. Capture any agreement or next steps in the WF.



CRs/TPs

	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	NA



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Further discussion could be captured in the following tables, but it would be more efficient to focus on the WF.

Sub-topic 5-1: Channelization
Issue 5-1-1: Channelization for 100MHz – general rules
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 
Issue 5-1-2: Missing channels for 60 and 80MHz
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 

Sub-topic 5-2: SEM
Issue 5-2-4: SEM for triple puncture
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 
Sub-topic 5-3: Others
Issue 5-3-1: ACS
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 
Issue 5-3-3: Intra-carrier guard band
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	


 




Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on adding 25 and 30 MHz channel BW in NR band n71
	T-Mobile USA
	

	WF on adding 100 MHz channel BW in NR-U bands n46 and n96.
	Qualcomm
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	General

	R4-2113737
	Revised Basket WID on adding channel bandwidth support to existing NR bands
	Ericsson
	
	Wait for 2nd round

	R4-2113738
	Big CR to TS 38.104: Adding channel BW support in existing NR bands
	Ericsson
	
	For e-mail approval

	R4-2113739
	Big CR to TS 38.101-1: Adding channel BW support in existing NR bands
	Ericsson
	
	For e-mail approval

	Band n2 – 25, 30 and 40 MHz

	R4-2111745
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Introduction of Additional CBWs for Band n2
	AT&T
	To be endorsed
	

	R4-2111747
	Draft CR to 38.104 Introduction of Additional CBWs for Band n2
	AT&T
	To be endorsed
	

	Band n5 – 25 MHz

	R4-2111746
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Introduction of 25MHz CBW for Band n5
	AT&T
	To be revised
	

	R4-2111748
	Draft CR to 38.104 Introduction of 25MHz CBW for Band n5
	AT&T
	
	Could be endorsed but wait for revision of R4-2111746

	R4-2114584
	Adding 25MHz CBW to Band n5
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	To be noted
	

	Band n71 – 25 and 30 MHz

	R4-2112737
	REFSENS of n71 for 25MHz and 30MHz channel bandwidth
	Murata
	To be noted
	

	NR-U bands n46 and n96 – 100 MHz

	R4-1111835
	Co-existence challenges with NR-U 100MHz channel bandwidth and other technologies in 5 GHz (n46) and 6 GHz (n96)
	Charter Communications, Inc
	To be noted
	

	R4-2112031
	NR-U Punctured Channel SEM for 100 MHz Bandwidth
	CableLabs
	To be noted
	

	R4-2112301
	NRU 100MHz SEM mask including wideband operation
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	To be noted
	

	R4-2112302
	NRU 100MHz channelization
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	To be noted
	

	R4-2113067
	100 MHz channel bandwidth for NR-U
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	To be noted
	

	R4-2113664
	Discussion of ACS requirement for NR-U CBW of 100MHz
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	To be noted
	

	R4-2113937
	Further discussion on the introduction of 100MHz for NR-U
	ZTE Corporation
	To be noted
	

	R4-2114202
	Introducing NR-U 100 MHz carrier bandwidth in bands n46 and n96
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	To be noted
	




2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-210xxxx
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-210xxxx
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-210xxxx
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents


Annex 
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Skyworks Solutions Inc. (NRU)
	Dominique Brunel
	Dominique.brunel@skyworksinc.com

	Skyworks Solutions Inc. (new CBW)
	Laurent Noel
	Laurent.noel@skyworksinc.com

	AT&T
	Ron Borsato
	ronald.borsato@att.com

	Nokia
	Hisashi Onozawa
	hisashi.onozawa@nokia.com

	Huawei
	Liehai Liu
	liuliehai@huawei,com

	Murata
	Shinya Hitomi
	hitomishinya@murata.com



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)
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