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Introduction
This thread deals with the remaining open issue for BS core RF (EVM for 1024QAM). Also, in this meeting TUs are allocated for conformance and a number of BS conformance issues are presented for discussion. The thread also contains the UE core CR and an open issue for UE conformance.
The EVM for 1024QAM should be resolved this meeting so that the core can be completed. In this case, the BS and UE core CRs should be proposed for agreement.
As much progress as possible should be made for the conformance issues.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: EVM for 1024QAM, MCS for UE RMC
· 2nd round: Resolve conformance issues, update core CRs as needed. Possibly even finalize conformance CRs.

Topic #1: Basestation TX RF requirements
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2118915
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson, Verizon, KDDI, SoftBank, NTT DOCOMO, AT&T, SK Telecom, T-Mobile USA
	Proposal: To agree option 1 with 2.5% EVM BS Tx requirement for 1024QAM.

	R4-2117393
	CATT
	Observation 1: The crossover SNR for rank 1 with 2.8% TX EVM and 2.5% TX EVM in TDL-A is 29.89dB and 28.54dB respectively.
Observation 2: The throughput gain of 1024QAM compared to 256QAM for rank 1 with 2.8% TX EVM and 2.5% TX EVM in TDL-A is 20.2% and 22.6% respectively.
Observation 3: The 2.8% TX EVM compared to 2.5% TX EVM only losses 1.35dB SNR gain and 2.4% throughput gain, which is not obvious, but it is benefit for product implementation for NR.
Proposal 1: To adopt Option 3: 2.8% for all BS classes.

	R4-2117873
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Observation: from link level simulation, for RANK1 even 3% TX EVM can provide observed gain for 1024 QAM compared to 256 QAM.

	R4-2117874
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal: 2.8% TX EVM for all BS classes

	R4-2118027
	Intel
	Observation 1: With Tx EVM = 2.5%, 1024QAM overperforms 256QAM at at most 2dB lower SNR comparing to Tx EVM =2.8%
Proposal 1: Define Tx EVM requirements equal to 2.5%

	R4-2118084
	NEC
	Proposal 1: To agree option 1, 1024QAM EVM to be 2.5% for all classes.

	R4-2118913
	Nokia
	Observation 1: Simulation results for 1024QAM show higher throughput compared to 256QAM for higher, but still reasonable SNR conditions and reasonable EVM requirements.
Observation 2: Simulation results for 1024QAM show that 3% Tx EVM reduces performance in many simulation cases, in some even below 256QAM.
Proposal 1: We support option 1 i.e. 2.5% for all BS classes as BS Tx EVM requirement.

	R4-2112192
	ZTE
	Proposal 1: support the option 2 as the compromised solution

	
	
	



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1 EVM for 1024QAM
The remaining issue for the BS RF is to decide the EVM core requirement for 1024QAM. Some companies propose 2.5% for all classes, arguing that simulations demonstrate a benefit for 1024QAM with 2.5% compared to 2.8% and this is used for LTE. Other companies argue that the additional benefit shown by simulations is small and that some NR related differences to LTE (e.g., higher channel bandwidth, AAS with a large number of transmitters, higher frequencies) necessitate agreement of 2.8% EVM.
Issue 1-1: EVM for 1024QAM
· Proposals
· Option 1: 2.5% for all classes (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson, Verizon, KDDI, SoftBank, NTT DOCOMO, AT&T, SK Telecom, T-Mobile USA, Intel, NEC)
· Option 2: 2.5% for LA and MR classes; 2.8% for WA class (ZTE)
· Option 3: 2.8% for all BS classes (Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT)
· Recommended WF

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 1-1 EVM for 1024QAM
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Lower EVM values will result in more power back-off at the cost of decreased coverage and increased cost. To consider the differences to LTE in higher frequencies, wider channel bandwidth and larger number of TRX, we propose 2.8% as the minimum requirements.

	ZTE
	We would like to know the needed power back level from other vendors to meet 2.5% EVM requirements,  if power backoff is too larg, the overall system performance would be impacted at the end. Indeed this declaration parameter is also critical for operators deployment.

	Qualcomm
	We support option 1 as we do not see a need to relax the requirements compared to LTE. 

	SoftBank
	To Huawei/ZTE: Judging from the responses in Issue 2-2 below, it seems that two companies want to have an option to declare backoff. For better understanding of the discussion here, a clarification is likely on the relation between relaxed EVM/questions above and the backoff permitted in Issue 2-2: for example, do you intend to prohibit (or limit the amount of) backoff if we adopt 2.8% EVM? 
We still prefer Option 1 and have a concern if a relaxed EVM is proposed with backoff possible to be declared since the combination of relaxed EVM and backoff sounds like just a relaxation comparing to LTE equivalent.

	AT&T
	Option 1. From the contributions provided, there does not seem to be any justification for relaxation of the requirements compared to LTE.

	CATT
	We should not just repeat the previous statement to reuse LTE’s 3.5% EVM since5G NR and LTE are different systems; wider channel bandwidth will bring larger challenges for NR. And it is found that the difference in terms of performance gain is marginal between 2.5% and 2.8%. So we think 2.8% is a reasonable value for NR.

	KDDI
	We support option 1. 

	Nokia
	We support option 1. We don’t see real arguments to relax EVM requirement compare to LTE. Power backoff is anyway agreed to be allowed to declare by BS vendors. 

	China Unicom
	We support option 3. We know that 2.8% EVM means that the BS can transmit in higher Tx power that will have additional benefit for network coverage.

	Docomo
	We prefer Option 1. It seems to be relaxed compared to LTE, if we accept the relaxed EVM and additional power back off.

	T-Mobile USA
	We support Option 1. The simulation results show that small increases in Tx EVM result in significant changes in throughput. While there are wider bandwidths in NR than LTE for some bands, LTE had 5 CC carrier aggregation in the wider bands. Operators need NR to perform at least as well as LTE. Cell coverage is usually uplink limited, so we don’t agree with the concerns raised about power backoff (if needed) impacting coverage. Lower EVM will help operators maximize throughput. 


 

CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2117875
	CR for TS 38.104: 1024QAM, Huawei, HiSilicon

	
	Moderator: The CR should be presented for approval after the EVM is resolved. In the meantime, any other comments on the CR should be added here.

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1
	Tentative agreements:
The following tentative agreement was discussed in the GTW session, to checked in the 2nd round:
Tentative Agreement: 
DL 1024QAM with 2.5% EVM for all BS classes, 
· Ffurther discuss in conformance test part whether any limitation needed for power back-off during test 
Comeback in final round to make final agreement for this issue by end of this meeting. 

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Check if the tentative agreement can be agreed. Companies are welcome to provide comments in this document or in a GTW session.




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

	R4-2117875
	Revise



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Tentative Agreement: 
DL 1024QAM with 2.5% EVM for all BS classes, 
· Ffurther discuss in conformance test part whether any limitation needed for power back-off during test 
Comeback in final round to make final agreement for this issue by end of this meeting. 

	Company
	Comments

	Moderator
	Regarding the EVM question, there has not been any further discussion since last week. The topic is planned to be discussed in Friday’s GTW. Before then I would like to make an attempt to prompt further discussion and possible compromise with a moderator proposal.
 
Looking at the discussion so far, it seems like there is a concern with achieving the 2.5% EVM for the upper part of FR1 (due to reduced PA performance, AAS etc.). There is also a concern on adopting a more relaxed EVM than LTE.
 
So my proposal for a compromise is as follows: To agree EVM 2.5% for frequencies below 4GHz and 2.8% for frequencies above.
 
Please consider and discuss this possibility in the next couple of days prior to the Friday GTW.

	Ericsson
	Would it be possible to have the below/above point in [ ]? I understand that it is suggested to have 4GHz as a starting point for discussion, however n77 has 4GHz in the middle or maybe [4.2 GHz] maybe more suitable.  [ ] in order to provide more thorough checking.

	AT&T
	We support this approach for a compromise solution by defining a frequency breakpoint at which 2.5% EVM would apply below the breakpoint and 2.8% EVM would apply above the breakpoint. We also support the Ericsson comment that we may want to consider the breakpoint as [4.2 GHz] to give more time to check. Regardless of the outcome of the 4.2 GHz study, we would not want to see the breakpoint move to any frequency less than 4 GHz. 

	 SoftBank
	 We are OK to accept the compromise and fully agree with AT&T's view.

	KDDI
	We support this proposal. We have same view with AT&T and Softbank.

	Huawei
	We are ok to the compromise. For the breakpoint, 4.2 GHz should be ok to us, pending on internal checking.

	DOCOMO
	We support this proposal. Setting the breakpoint as 4.2GHz would be fine to us.




Topic #2: Basestation conformance
This topic deals with BS conformance topics
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2117394
	CATT
	Proposal 1: EVM test requirement for 1024QAM should equal to the EVM requirement for 1024QAM in TS 38.104 + 1%.
Proposal 2: To define the following test model for 1024 QAM
-	NR-FR1-TM2b with single 1024QAM PRB allocation
-	NR-FR1-TM3.1b with all 1024QAM PRBs allocation.
Proposal 3: To support up to three rated output power declaration for 1024QAM capable BS.

	R4-2118914
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: Updates are needed in both conducted test specification TS 38.141-1 and radiated test specification TS 38.141-2.
Observation 2: No need to modify test specification 38.141-1 for RE power control dynamic range due to 1024QAM introduction.
Proposal 1: To modify manufacturers declarations in test specification 38.141-1 and 38.141-2 to allow separate declaration for 1024QAM. 
Proposal 2: To define test EVM requirement as EVM core requirement + 1%.
Proposal 3: To add additional test model 2b and 3.1b for 1024QAM.
Proposal 4: To update procedures for TPDR test and EVM test for 1024QAM.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1 EVM test tolerance
Sub-topic description: Test tolerance applied to EVM requirement
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: EVM test tolerance
· Proposals
· Option 1: 1%
· Recommended WF
· Agree 1% ?

Sub-topic 2-2 Declarations
Sub-topic description: Update of power back-off declaration for 1024QAM
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: Declaration
· Proposals
·  (Nokia, CATT): 
· If a BS is capable of 1024QAM DL operation then up to three rated output power declarations may be made. One declaration is applicable when configured for 1024QAM transmissions, a different declaration is applicable when configured 256QAM transmissions and the other declaration is applicable when configured neither for 256QAM nor 1024QAM transmissions.
· Recommended WF
· Is this declaration agreeable (adapted for conducted and radiated appropriately) ?


Sub-topic 2-3 Test models
Sub-topic description: Test model updates for 1024QAM
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-3: Test models
· Proposals
·  (Nokia, CATT): 
· NR-FR1-TM2b with single 1024QAM PRB allocation
· NR-FR1-TM3.1b with all 1024QAM PRBs allocation.
· Detailed TM descriptions are provided in R4-2117394 and R4-2118914
· Recommended WF
· Are the test models agreeable ?
· 
Sub-topic 2-4 Total Power Dynamic Range and EVM procedures
Sub-topic description : Update of procedures for total power dynamic range and EVM
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-4: Total power dynamic range and EVM
· Proposals
·  (Nokia, CATT): 
· Test model configuration for total power dynamic range:
· For BS transmitting a signal at max power, set the BS to transmit a signal according to:
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b if 1024QAM is supported by BS without power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1a if 1024QAM is supported by BS with power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1a if 1024QAM is not supported by BS.
· For BS transmitting a signal at min power, set the BS to transmit a signal according to:
· -	NR-FR1-TM2b if 1024QAM is supported by BS, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM2a if 1024QAM is not supported by BS.
· Test model configuration for modulation quality:
· Using the corresponding test models:
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b if 1024QAM is supported by BS without power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b at manufacturer's declared rated output power if 1024QAM is supported by BS with power back off, and NR-FR1-TM3.1a at maximum power.

· Recommended WF
· Are the proposed updates acceptable ?


Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Topic 2 Basestation conformance 
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1: ok with the option
Issue 2-2: agree
Issue 2-3: agree
Issue 2-4: for the procedures, the case that both 256 QAM and 1024 QAM with power back off is not included. Shall we consider it?
Others:

	ZTE
	Issue 2-1: EVM test tolerance
Fine with option 1
Issue 2-2: Declaration 
agree
Issue 2-3: 
agree
Issue 2-4: 
The following two potential case is missed in the above proposal, we need further discussion on how to accommodate these following cases.
-	NR-FR1-TM3.1 if 256QAM is supported by BS with power back off, or
-	NR-FR1-TM3.1 if 256QAM is not supported by BS.


	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1: ok with option 1. 
Issue 2-2: Agree with the proposed declaration. 
Issue 2-3: Agree with the test models. 
Issue 2-4: We agree with the proposed test scenarios. Including the 256 QAM options along with the 1024 QAM with and without power backoff is not necessary in our opinion. 
Others:

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1: Agree
Issue 2-2: Proposal seems similar to what has been implemented in draft CR R4-2118780.  If understanding is different please indicate how the text shall be captured differently
Issue 2-3:  Yes, TM need to be updated in draft CR R4-2118780.  Since a revision is also needed due to cover page issues perhaps we can incorporate these proposals described in R4-2117394 and R4-2118914 already in this meeting?
Issue 2-4: See comment from Issue 2-2.
Others:

	AT&T
	Issue 2-1: Agree with option 1. Same EVM tolerance used for LTE. 
Issue 2-2: Agree with the proposed declaration. Seems to match the declaration used for LTE.  

	CATT
	Issue 2-1: Agree with the moderator recommendation.
Issue 2-2: Agree
Issue 2-3: Agree
Issue 2-4: Agree 
Others:

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1: Support option 1. 
Issue 2-2: Agree
Issue 2-3: Agree 
Issue 2-4: In general OK, but it would be good to work on draft CRs as there is quite many details to be checked for 1024QAM especially in procedures for TPDR and EVM tests. There is submitted draft R4-2118780 for 38.141-2, that is good starting point. There could be also prepared draft CR for 38.141-1 this meeting if companies agree.  





CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2118780
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1: Introduction of 1024 QAM in FR1 Ericsson

	
	Moderator: Note the title says 38.141-1, but the CR is to 38.141-2. The CR could be updated and proposed for agreement if the core EVM and all conformance issues are agreed. In the meantime, companies are requested to provide any other update on the CR.
A CR for 38.141-1 is also needed. Companies are requested to present views on whether, assuming all of the open issues are agreed a CR for 38.141-1 can also be generated and agreed in this meeting.
In the event that all issues are not agreed or there is no 38.141-1 CR then agreement of the CR will be postponed until the next meeting.

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Test tolerance for EVM is 1%
The following text will be included regarding power backoff declatation:
· If a BS is capable of 1024QAM DL operation then up to three rated output power declarations may be made. One declaration is applicable when configured for 1024QAM transmissions, a different declaration is applicable when configured 256QAM transmissions and the other declaration is applicable when configured neither for 256QAM nor 1024QAM transmissions.
The following test models will be introduced:
· NR-FR1-TM2b with single 1024QAM PRB allocation
· NR-FR1-TM3.1b with all 1024QAM PRBs allocation.
· Detailed TM descriptions are provided in R4-2117394 and R4-2118914

Candidate options:
The following is almost agreeable for the test model configuration. During the discussion, there was a question whether an additional configuration is needed for a BS that supports both 256QAM and 1024QAM
· Test model configuration for total power dynamic range:
· For BS transmitting a signal at max power, set the BS to transmit a signal according to:
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b if 1024QAM is supported by BS without power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1a if 1024QAM is supported by BS with power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1a if 1024QAM is not supported by BS.
· For BS transmitting a signal at min power, set the BS to transmit a signal according to:
· -	NR-FR1-TM2b if 1024QAM is supported by BS, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM2a if 1024QAM is not supported by BS.
· Test model configuration for modulation quality:
· Using the corresponding test models:
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b if 1024QAM is supported by BS without power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b at manufacturer's declared rated output power if 1024QAM is supported by BS with power back off, and NR-FR1-TM3.1a at maximum power.

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Clarify whether the test configurations can be used as a basis for the conformance specification text or further clarification is needed for a BS supporting both 1024QAM and 256QAM.




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

	R4-2118780
	Note



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Is the following text sufficient as a baseline for the conformance specifications or should text be included for the case that the BS supports 256QAM and 1024QAM ?

· Test model configuration for total power dynamic range:
· For BS transmitting a signal at max power, set the BS to transmit a signal according to:
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b if 1024QAM is supported by BS without power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1a if 1024QAM is supported by BS with power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1a if 1024QAM is not supported by BS.
· For BS transmitting a signal at min power, set the BS to transmit a signal according to:
· -	NR-FR1-TM2b if 1024QAM is supported by BS, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM2a if 1024QAM is not supported by BS.
· Test model configuration for modulation quality:
· Using the corresponding test models:
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b if 1024QAM is supported by BS without power back off, or
· -	NR-FR1-TM3.1b at manufacturer's declared rated output power if 1024QAM is supported by BS with power back off, and NR-FR1-TM3.1a at maximum power.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Thanks for the draft WF.
 
For the following text below:
 
BS declaration:
The following text will be included regarding power backoff declaration:
·         If a BS is capable of 1024QAM DL operation then up to three rated output power declarations may be made. One declaration is applicable when configured for 1024QAM transmissions, a different declaration is applicable when configured 256QAM transmissions and the other declaration is applicable when configured neither for 256QAM nor 1024QAM transmissions.
 
Can you help me to clarify my understanding where this text shall be included? It says “The following text will be included”.  Currently we don’t have this similar text for 256 QAM in specification.  Or maybe I have missed it – perhaps you can point me to the clause in 38.141


	CATT
	Thank you for your comments. My understanding is that the proposed text will be included in Table 4.6-1 where there is a similar note for 256QAM (See Note 1).

	Ericsson
	Thank you!  It is possible to write the following in your WF so we can easily recall when drafting CRs for next meeting?
 
BS Manufacturer declarations:
The following text will be included regarding power backoff declaration:
·         If a BS is capable of 1024QAM DL operation then up to three rated output power declarations may be made. One declaration is applicable when configured for 1024QAM transmissions, a different declaration is applicable when configured 256QAM transmissions and the other declaration is applicable when configured neither for 256QAM nor 1024QAM transmissions.


	ZTE
	Thanks for drafting the WF.
I have two comments for this WF as following:
1) UE MCS index could be removed I think, this is more about UE related requirements;
2) In addition, for total dynamic range requirement, we would like to have more discussion next meeting, the current bullet might miss some potential configurations.


	CATT
	Thanks for further comments.
 
Regarding UEMCS index, I agree that it is more UE related. Here is just to capture it together since it seems agreeable. Maybe we can keep it? At least no harm.
 
Regarding total power dynamic range requirement, I am fine to keep it open if you think more thinking is needed.  Could you upload an updated version?

	
	




Topic #3: UE RF
This topic deals with UE RF topics
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2117392
	CATT
	Proposal 1: The MCS index 23 in 1024QAM mcs table can be adopted for RMCs for maximum input level for 1024QAM.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1 RMC
Sub-topic description: MCS index for RMC
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1: MCS index for RMC
· Proposals
· Option 1: MCS 23 (CATT)
· Recommended WF
· Agree MCS 23 ?



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1 MCS index for RMC 
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Issue 3-1: Agree to consider MCS23 for FRC for max input level with 1024QAM, since the effective CR is 0.78 which is close to the existing RMC for the maximum input level with 256QAM.

	AT&T
	Issue 3-1: Agree with Option 1.

	CATT
	Agree with Option 1



CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2117876
	UE RX RF requirements for 1024QAM for NR FR1 (Huawei, HiSilicon)

	
	Moderator: Once the BS core is agreed and BS CR updated, this CR can be proposed for agreement with FFS to close the core. If the RMC MCS is agreeable (and the BS core CR is agreeable) then the CR could be updated with the MCS and presented for agreement.
Please provide any other comments

	
	Ericsson: Technically ok, but we prefer to put ‘A.3.2.x’ instead of ‘FFS’ in Table 7.4-1 Note 5 and Table 7.4A.1-1 Note 4.



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements: 
MCS index for RMC is 23 for maximum input level for 1024QAM





CRs/TPs

	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2117876
	Revise



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
No further discussion needed




Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on 1024QAM conformance requirements
	CATT
	Capture the agreements on conformance requirements. The CRs should then be discussed next meeting.



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2117875
	CR for TS 38.104: 1024QAM
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Revise
	

	R4-2118780
	Draft CR to TS 38.141-1: Introduction of 1024 QAM in FR1 Ericsson
	Ericsson
	Note
	Conformance CRs will be discussed next meeting

	R4-2117876
	UE RX RF requirements for 1024QAM for NR FR1 
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Revise
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
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) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2120770
	CR for TS 38.104: 1024QAM
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	R4-2120658
	UE RX RF requirements for 1024QAM for NR FR1 
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	R4-2120659
	WF on 1024QAM conformance requirements
	CATT
	Approve
	



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

	SoftBank
	Kenichi Kihara
	kenichi.kihara@g.softbank.co.jp

	Nokia
	Bartlomiej Golebiowski
	bartlomiej.golebiowski@nokia.com

	T-Mobile USA
	Bill Shvodian 
	bill.shvodian@t-mobile.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)
