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Introduction
This topic deals with the general NR repeater conformance issues such as the test signals, test configurations and declarations. This is the 1st meeting discussing these issues.
List of candidate targets of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round:
· Test signals
· Test configurations
· Manufacturer declarations

Please note that tdocs R4-2212837 and R4-2212838 are handled in thread [306].
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	CATT
	Huiping Shan
	shanhuiping@catt.cn

	Nokia 
	Bartlomiej Golebiowski 
	Bartlomiej.golebiowski@nokia.com 

	NEC
	Tetsu Ikeda
	tetsu.ikeda@nec.com

	Huawei
	Michal Szydelko
	michal.szydelko@huawei.com



Topic #1: Test signals
This topic deals with the stimulus signals for repeater testing and what signals are to be used for UL and DL.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2213714
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussion on NR repeater Stimulus signals
Proposal 1: to check with ETSI ERM/MSG TFES on FR1 NR based Repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements
Proposal 2: to check with ETSI ERM/MSG TFES on FR2 NR based Repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements

	R4-2213971
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	TP to TS 38.115-1 clause 4.9 RF channels and test models

	R4-2213972
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	TP to TS 38.115-2 clause 4.9 RF channels and test models



Open issues summary
This topic deals with the stimulus signals for repeater testing and what signals are to be used for UL and DL.
Sub-topic 1-1 - Input signal spectral purity
Sub topic addresses the quality/spectral purity of the input signal.
Issue 1-1-1: Input signal spectral purity
· Proposals
· Option 1: E-UTRA repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements  
· Option 2: check with ETSI ERM/MSG TFES on FR1/FR2 NR based repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 1-1 - Test signals
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	Issue 1-1-1: Input signal spectral purity
Could ZTE clarify if there’s any difference between ETSI requirements and the E-UTRA repeater stimulus signal?

	Ericsson
	Our understanding is that there is no spectrum purity specification for NR and no activity currently in ETSI. We would like to check what the expected activity / response would be?

	Nokia: 
	For this issue Nokia submitted Tdocs R4-2213976/77 with TPs for stimulus signals to 38.115-1 and 38.115-2 that are discussed in thread 306. In that Tdocs we highlighted that input signal spectral purity needs to be consider for NR repeaters. However, we think that there is no need to check with ETSI ERM/MSG TFES. Current E-UTRA repeater input signal spectral purity was developed in RAN4. Thus, we think similar work can by done by RAN4 for NR repeaters. 
In submitted Tdocs R4-2213976/77 with TPs for stimulus signals to 38.115-1 and 38.115-2 tables with input signal purity details are in brackets. Companies are encouraged to check details and propose new values if needed.   

	ZTE
	Issue 1-1-1: Input signal spectral purity
The existing requirement was inherited from ETSI ERM/MSG and this is the same for UTRA and E-UTRA, for FR1 NR, maybe we could reuse the existing one, however for FR2 NR input signals, we think we could not directly reuse FR1 input signal, right?
I just checked the history for this requirement, it seems that RAN4 don’t have some technical input for it and just reusing the input from ETSI. 
Given the current status, not sure how to move forward.

	Huawei
	It is unclear if and how ETSI MSG TFES may help here for the FR2 stimulus signal. 
Maybe we can further check and continue discussion on the FR2 stimulus signal differentiation, if necessary.  


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2213971
	CATT: For DL, the applicability of the test models needs to be updated according repeater’s requirements. For UL, It seems IAB-MT test models are copied directly to repeater. Some of the name of the wording and some requirements need to be modified, such as transmitter …, receiver …, etc. Some requirement doesn’t exist for IAB-MT, such as ACRR.

	
	Ericsson: Which tests are intended to be single carrier tests for repeaters? The single carrier text and B, M, T is only needed for such tests. There is a text about “aggregated channel bandwidth”… but there is no channel bandwidth for repeaters. Also the wording around continuous spectrum operation and channel bandwidth with CA needs revision.

	
	ZTE: similar comments CATT and Ericsson

	
	NEC: Need more discussion on maximum repeater RF Bandwidth, aggregated repeater channel bandwidth, sub-block bandwidth, etc. Also need more discussion on how single carrier/multi carrier tests can be interpreted in repeater testing.

	R4-2213972
	CATT: Similar comments with 3971

	
	Ericsson: See comments on 3971

	
	ZTE: similar comments as before.



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 1-1-1: Input signal spectral purity
	Candidate options:
The following two options were discussed during the first round: 
· Option 1: E-UTRA repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements  
· Option 2: check with ETSI ERM/MSG TFES on FR1/FR2 NR based repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the feedback, the following is proposed by the Moderator: 
1. Proposal 1: No need to check repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements with ETSI ERM/MSG TFES,
2. Proposal 2: For FR1, reuse the repeater stimulus signal spectral purity requirements from E-UTRA repeater specification, as baseline. 
3. Proposal 3: For FR2, further discuss whether the same stimulus signal spectral purity requirements can be used as for FR1.
Conclusions to be captured in the WF. 
NOTE: related TPs discussed in [306].
GTW (Friday 19th) agreements: Proposal 1, 2 & 3 agreed.
Further discuss how to deal with FR2 in 2nd round and encourage TE vendors to provide feedback. 



CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2213971
	TP to TS 38.115-1 clause 4.9 RF channels and test models
To be revised.

	R4-2213972
	TP to TS 38.115-2 clause 4.9 RF channels and test models
To be revised. 


Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Open issues 
Sub topic 1-2 - Input signal spectral purity requirement for FR2
	Company
	Comments

	
	Further discuss how to deal with FR2 in 2nd round and encourage TE vendors to provide feedback. 

	xxx
	




Topic #2: Test configurations
This topic deals with proposal for the test configurations
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2212623
	Ericsson
	TP to TS 38.115-1: Test Configurations and Requirement applicability

	R4-2212624
	Ericsson
	TP to TS 38.115-2: Test Configurations and Requirement applicability

	R4-2213715
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussion on NR repeater test configuration
Proposal 1: propose to use the nominal repeater channel bandwidth for the definition of NR repeater testing signal;



Open issues summary
Test configurations generally deal with how test signasl are applies to utilise the available BW and power allocations.
Sub-topic 2-1 – test configurations
Issue 2-1-1: Naming of test configurations
· Proposals
· Option 1: NTCx
· Option 2: RTCx
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 2-1-2: Carrier allocation
RAN4 to clarify what to assume for the maximum number of carriers when allocating carriers within the passband
· Proposals
· Option 1: no limit on the number of carriers
· Option 2: a nominal maximum number of carriers
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 2-1-3: BW
· Proposals
· Propose to use the nominal channel bandwidth for the definition of NR repeater testing signal
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-2 – others
Issue 2-2-1: Clarification on NTC2 carrier allocation 
· Proposals
· RAN4 clarify NTC2 and CACLR TC
[image: ]
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1 – test configurations
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	Issue 2-1-1: Naming of test configurations
We support RTCx.
Issue 2-1-2: Carrier allocation
We slightly prefer to follow BS approach.
Issue 2-1-3: BW
We’re ok.

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1-1: No strong opinion; maybe RTC is best to differentiate from BS
Issue 2-1-2: It is not possible to use the BS approach since there is no concept of carriers or the declared number of supported carriers. Either a nominal number of carriers is needed or to fill the passband until it is full. We are OK with either option and have a slight preference on no limit for simplicity, although from previous discussions it may be that there is a need to specify a nominal number of carriers in order to prevent that the whole passband is utilized?
Issue 2-1-3: OK

	Nokia 
	Issue 2-1-1: Naming of test configurations 
We prefer RTCx to avoid mixing NR and Repeater and other test configurations. Also similar approach was already used for IAB (IABTCx is used in 38.176-1 and 38.176-2 specs). 
Issue 2-1-2: Carrier allocation 
Our preference is option 2. Allocation of carriers only at the edges of the passbands in order to increase the PSD close to the edges would create most stringent scenario for test that is beneficial to ensure repeaters will fulfill requirements. 
Issue 2-1-3: BW 
OK with proposal. 

	ZTE
	Issue 2-1-1: Naming of test configurations 
We support to use the RTCx to avoid the confusion in future. 
Issue 2-1-2: Carrier allocation 
Similar understanding as Ericsson, there is no concept of carrier. The nominal number of carrier is used to fulfill the pass-band until it’s full. 
Issue 2-1-3: BW 
OK with proposal. 

	NEC
	Issue 2-1-1: RTCx would be better.
Issue 2-1-2: We prefer option 2. Option 1 could not be the worst case condition.
Issue 2-1-3: Ok with the proposal.

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1-1: RTCx to differentiate from test configs already defined for NR BS 
Issue 2-1-2: option 2 seems better to model the worst case.
Issue 2-1-3: ok with the proposal.


 
Sub topic 2-2 –others
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	In our understanding, NC spectrum can also be supported in the same passband. So it seems reusing BS approach may be ok. The wording may need some working to include both cases.

	Ericsson
	The figure is not a proposal, it is pointing out what would happen with the current TC; there would not be any carriers close to the CACLR gap between passbands. Probably it would be best to specify that carriers are placed on either side of each gap between passbands.

	ZTE
	We propose to use the BS approach for NRTC3 instead of NRTC2 i think, the detailed approach could be as Ericsson proposed, testing signal follow the Issue 2-1-3


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2212623
	Ericsson: May need some revision depending on the outcome of the discussions above.

	
	Nokia: As issue 2-1-1 the naming for test configurations should be separate from NR and RTCx should be used to avoid misunderstanding.  

	
	ZTE: please follow the above agreement and further update the CR.

	R4-2212624
	Ericsson: May need some revision depending on the outcome of the discussions above.

	
	Nokia: Similar comment as to R4-2212623.

	
	ZTE: please follow the above agreement and further update the CR.


Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 2-1-1: Naming of test configurations
	Candidate options:
The following two options were discussed during the first round: 
· Option 1: NTCx
· Option 2: RTCx
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the feedback, all companies support Option 2. The following is proposed by the Moderator: 
Proposal 4: Use RTCx naming convention for NR repeater test configurations.
GTW (Friday 19th) agreements: Proposal 4 agreed.

	Issue 2-1-2: Carrier allocation
	Candidate options:
The following two options were discussed during the first round: 
· Option 1: no limit on the number of carriers
· Option 2: a nominal maximum number of carriers
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the feedback, it was clarified that it is not possible to directly follow the BS approach, i.e. there is no concept of a maximum number of supported carriers and hence the BS TC method for allocating carriers cannot be directly applied. As Option 2 seems to be slightly preferred by companies, the following is proposed by the Moderator: 
Proposal 5: further discuss pros and cons and verify whether option 2 is agreeable.
GTW (Friday 19th) agreements: 
· Agreement: “a nominal maximum number of carriers” agreed and further discuss the carrier definition and the details of number 
· Option 1: 2 times of number of passbands unless passband too small 
· Other options not precluded 

	Issue 2-1-3: BW
	Candidate options:
The following option was discussed during the first round:
· Option 1: Propose to use the nominal channel bandwidth for the definition of NR repeater testing signal
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the feedback, all companies support Option 1. The following is proposed by the Moderator: 
Proposal 6: use the nominal channel bandwidth for the definition of NR repeater testing signal.
GTW (Friday 19th) agreements: Proposal 6 agreed

	Issue 2-2-1: Clarification on NTC2 carrier allocation 
	Candidate options:
The following was discussed during the first round: 
· RAN4 clarify NTC2 and CACLR TC
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Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the feedback, the following is proposed by the Moderator: 
Proposal 7: Further discuss how to test the non-contiguous spectrum within the band, i.e. more than one passband.
GTW (Friday 19th) agreements: For CACLR TC, carriers shall be allocated on top and bottom of each passband.



CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection	

	R4-2212623
	TP to TS 38.115-1: Test Configurations and Requirement applicability
To be revised.

	R4-2212624
	TP to TS 38.115-2: Test Configurations and Requirement applicability
To be revised.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Open issues 
Issue 2-1-2: Carrier allocation
	Company
	Comments

	
	Further discuss the carrier definition and the details of number 
· Option 1: two times of number of passbands unless passband too small 
· Other options not precluded 

	
	





Topic #3: Manufacturer declarations
This topic area covers other general conformance issues which potentially require declarations including:
· RF channels
· TDD switching
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2211708
	CATT
	Discussion of the remaining issues for TDD repeater test
Proposal 1: Long group delay should be declared when beginning of the output transient period is later than the beginning of the input transient period.
Proposal 2: The beginning of the output signal transient period should refer the output signal or group delay + beginning of the input transient period.
Proposal 3: The EVM test should refer output signal’s timing.

	R4-2212627
	Ericsson
	TP to TS 38.115-1: In-band measurements Annex

	R4-2212628
	Ericsson
	TP to TS 38.115-2: In-band measurements Annex

	R4-2213716
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussions on NR repeater test cases
Proposal 1: propose to adopt the RF channels in above table for NR repeater conformance testing. 



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1 – RF chnanels
Issue 3-1-1: RF test channels
· Proposals
· To adopt the RF channels in the following table for NR repeater conformance testing
	
	RF channel

	
	Single carrier
	Multi-carrier
	Multi-carrier, Multi-band

	Repeater output power
	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Frequency stability
Error Vector Magnitude

	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Out of band gain
	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Unwanted emissions,
ACLR, spurious emission
	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Input intermodulation
	M
	MRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Output intermodulation

	M
	MRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Adjacent Channel Rejection Ratio (ACRR)

	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Transmit ON/OFF power

	M
	MRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Note: since there is no carrier related definition in repeater, carrier should be placed by nominal channel bandwidth of pass band.



· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 3-2 – TDD switching
Issue 3-2-1: TDD Switching
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: Long group delay should be declared when beginning of the output transient period is later than the beginning of the input transient period.
· Proposal 2: The beginning of the output signal transient period should refer the output signal or group delay + beginning of the input transient period.
· Proposal 3: The EVM test should refer output signal’s timing.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 3-3 –Declarations
Issue 3-3-1: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR1
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: There is no need for declaration for contiguous and non-contiguous spectrum operations.
· Proposal 2: Note on declarations contiguous or non-contiguous spectrum is removed.
· Proposal 3: Include length of repeater internal delay to long delay repeater declaration D.15

· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 3-3-2: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR2
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: As a starting point, change power declarations to be per passband instead of per carrier, but further review the consequences. 
· Proposal 2: Put fractional bandwidth related declarations to square brackets
· Proposal 3: There is no need for declaration for contiguous and non-contiguous spectrum operations.
· Proposal 4: Note 7 can be removed from the declaration table.
· Proposal 5: Include length of repeater internal delay to long delay repeater declaration D.15

· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1 - RF channels
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Regarding the section about RF channels for single carrier tests, are there any single carrier tests for the repeater? For the multi-carrier and multi-band, how does this relate to the test configuration descriptions in the case of repeater? The section needs to be related to the repeater situation with passbands, possibly even removed if there are no single carrier tests and the TCs are sufficient.

	Nokia
	In general we are fine, some further test effort reduction can be consider for example M channel for spurious emission.

	ZTE
	We are fine with it. From our understanding, single carrier should be still the baseline. For multi-carrier an multi-band test configuration, we need to consider how to place the following repeater testing carrier on it. 
[bookmark: _Ref516750404]Table 4.7.2-1: Signal to be used to build FR1 NR repeater TCs
	Operating Band characteristics
	FDL_high – FDL_low

	TC signal 
	BWchannel
	min(100MHz, BWpassband)

	characteristics
	Subcarrier spacing
	Smallest supported subcarrier spacing


Table 4.7.2.1-2: Signal to be used to build FR2 NR repeater TCs
	Operating band characteristics
	FDL_high – FDL_low ≤ 3250 MHz

	TC signal
	BWchannel
	min(400MHz, BWpassband)

	characteristics
	Subcarrier spacing
	Smallest supported subcarrier spacing declared per operating band 




	NEC
	For multi-carrier, we guess it is assumed in the proposal that passbands are filled with carriers. Firstly, we should confirm it is a correct assumption.


 
Sub topic 3-2 –TDD switching
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	The proposals are from our side. We tried to follow the agreements in previous meetings. But we found very difficult to understand the motivation of referring input signal’s timing. And we also would like to know how to use the declared group delay in the 

	Ericsson
	The repeater should be declared as needing the long delay if it is expected that the TDD switching cannot be met (and also the interference is planned to be managed). It is not essential to declare the delay; in fact, the delay in test conditions may in some cases differ from the delay in a deployment. The TDD switching could be referred to the output for long delay repeaters. However the test engineer would need to adjust the EVM calculation to take into account the delay. Alternatively, the delay between input and output timing could be declared and used for the output timing and adjust the EVM. Either could work, but it should be clarified that declared delay for testing may not be the same as deployment.

	Nokia
	The logic of proposal 1 and proposal 2 is unclear. When transient time is measured it is just confirmed that power is low enough / high enough after the transient time has passed. There is need to declare the group delay only if repeater cannot meet the transient time measured based on timing at repeater input. When the declaration is done, the transient time measurement shall be done later in time, shifted by the declared internal delay. 
For Proposal 3, referring to output timing is valid but this should be obvious: test equipment shall anyway compare the ideal signal to received signal and they need to be time aligned before the comparison can be done. 

	ZTE
	We don’t see the big problem since test equipment will always sync with output signals and do the EVM measurement.  Or do the measurement with input signal timing +group delay. And it seems 1st option 1 is mor straight forward way.

	NEC
	We do not understand proposal 1 and 2 well. Unless there is no delay, condition in proposal 1 is always met? 
EVM should be measured on output signal at output signal timing.


 
Sub topic 3-3 –Declarations
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 3-3-1: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR1
Issue 3-3-2: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR2

	CATT
	The two issues are included in [306] summary. They can be removed from this thread.

	Ericsson
	OK to discuss in other thread, for reference our understanding is that the contiguous/non-contiguous spectrum is captured in the passband declarations and not needed separately and that the power declaration should be per passband, since this is how the core requirement is defined.

	Nokia
	Issue 3-3-1: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR1 
This is discussed now both in 305 and 306, and discussion in 306 covers also other Tdocs. We prefer to discuss in 306. 
Issue 3-3-2: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR2 
This is discussed now both in 305 and 306, and discussion in 306 covers also other Tdocs. We prefer to discuss in 306. 

	ZTE
	Fine to discuss this in another thread.



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2212627
	CATT: “BS” exists.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2212628
	CATT: “BS” exists.

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 3-1-1: RF test channels

	Candidate options:
The following option was discussed during the first round: 
· Option 1: To adopt the RF channels in the following table for NR repeater conformance testing
	
	RF channel

	
	Single carrier
	Multi-carrier
	Multi-carrier, Multi-band

	Repeater output power
	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Frequency stability
Error Vector Magnitude

	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Out of band gain
	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Unwanted emissions,
ACLR, spurious emission
	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Input intermodulation
	M
	MRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Output intermodulation

	M
	MRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Adjacent Channel Rejection Ratio (ACRR)

	B,M,T
	BRFBW, MRFBW, TRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Transmit ON/OFF power

	M
	MRFBW
	BRFBW_T'RFBW, B'RFBW_TRFBW 

	Note: since there is no carrier related definition in repeater, carrier should be placed by nominal channel bandwidth of pass band.


Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the feedback, companies seems to be ok to consider the above table as the starting point, with additional simplifications needed, and clarifications requested for multi-carrier and multi-band cases. The following is proposed by the Moderator: 
Proposal 8: Consider the above table as baseline for RF test channels for single carrier. 
Further discussion needed to clarify multi-carrier and multi-band cases.  
GTW (Friday 19th) agreements: Proposal 8 agreed

	Issue 3-2-1: TDD Switching
	Candidate options:
The following proposals were discussed during the first round:
· Proposal 1: Long group delay should be declared when beginning of the output transient period is later than the beginning of the input transient period.
· Proposal 2: The beginning of the output signal transient period should refer the output signal or group delay + beginning of the input transient period.
· Proposal 3: The EVM test should refer output signal’s timing.
 Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the feedback, there is lack of consensus among companies, with additional clarifications still needed. The following is proposed by the Moderator: 
Continue the discussion during the second round. 

	Issue 3-3-1: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR1
	Candidate options:
Companies preferred to discuss this within [306] with other tdocs. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No further discussion. 

	Issue 3-3-2: Manufacturer declarations for NR FR2
	Candidate options:
Companies preferred to discuss this within [306] with other tdocs. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No further discussion. 



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

	R4-2212627
	TP to TS 38.115-1: In-band measurements Annex
To be revised. 

	R4-2212628
	TP to TS 38.115-2: In-band measurements Annex
To be revised.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
Open issues 
Issue 3-2-1: TDD Switching
	Company
	Comments

	
	





[bookmark: _GoBack]Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	
	WF on [305] NR Repeater_RF Conformance (Part1) agreements
	Huawei
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2213714
	
	Discussion on NR repeater Stimulus signals
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2213971
	
	TP to TS 38.115-1 clause 4.9 RF channels and test models
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	

	R4-2213972
	
	TP to TS 38.115-2 clause 4.9 RF channels and test models
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	

	R4-2212623
	
	TP to TS 38.115-1: Test Configurations and Requirement applicability
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2212624
	
	TP to TS 38.115-2: Test Configurations and Requirement applicability
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2213715
	
	Discussion on NR repeater test configuration
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2211708
	
	Discussion of the remaining issues for TDD repeater test
	CATT
	Noted
	

	R4-2212627
	
	TP to TS 38.115-1: In-band measurements Annex
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2212628
	
	TP to TS 38.115-2: In-band measurements Annex
	Ericsson
	Revised
	

	R4-2213716
	
	Discussions on NR repeater test cases
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	



2nd round 
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	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
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