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Introduction
This topic area is for NR conformance specification maintenance, there are 2 major topic area’s:
1. CLTA	
a) Maximum length definition
b) Adjacent channel co-location CLTA location
2. Corrections and maintenance
a) PN23 sequence
b) Corrections based on harmonised standard updates
c) Receiver requirements correction
d) 2 cut TRP updates
This discussion document is for the 2nd round. There is a WF on the co-location adjacent band issue 2-1 and the remaining discussion are based on revised CR’s.
Topic #1: CLTA
There are 2 topics on CLTA
e) 	Maximum length definition
f) Adjacent channel co-location CLTA location
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2100385
	CATT
	Proposal 1: Adopt the following method to correct out-of-band CLTA definition.
	Parameter
	In-band CLTA
	Out-of-band CLTAs

	Vertical radiating dimension (h)
	Test object vertical radiating length ±30%
	Test object vertical radiating length ±30%
(Note 3)

	Horizontal beam width
	65° ± 10°
	65° ± 10°

	Vertical beam width
	N/A
	The half-power vertical beam width of the CLTA equals the narrowest declared (D.3) vertical beamwidth ±3°
 (Note 2)


	Polarization
	Match
	Match to in-band

	Conducted interface return loss
	> 10 dB
	> 10 dB

	NOTE 1: If a multi-column or multi-band antenna is used the column closest to the NR BS shall be selected while other columns are terminated during testing.
NOTE 2: Only applicable when the vertical radiating dimension of out-of-band CLTAs is smaller than the test object vertical radiating length.
NOTE 3: Applicable when the vertical radiating dimension of out-of-band CLTAs derived by equal vertical beam width method is larger than the test object vertical radiating length.





	R4-2102429
	Huawei
	We believe the new definition should follow the following principles:
	1) The updated CLTA definition should not offer a relaxed test compared to the existing definition.
	2) If possible the updated CLTA definition should not mandate a tougher test compared to the existing definition
(Option 1 – See CR for proposal)

	R4-2102897
	Nokia
	{CLTA part}
Consequently, no strong preference for either of the two. Since Option 1 incurs minimum changes to the TS, it is Ok to proceed with Option 1 provided Note 2 is revised as follows:
NOTE 2: Beam width definition may be used in combination with vertical radiating dimension definition and vice versa to determine suitable CLTA.

	R4-2100386
R4-2100389
	CATT
	CR for TS 38.141-2: Correction on definition for the out-of-band CLTA(Rel-15)
CR for TS 37.145-2: Correction on definition for the out-of-band CLTA(Rel-15)

	R4-2102431
R4-2102434
	Huawei
	CR to TS 37.145-2 - Update CLTA definition, Rel-15
CR to TS 38.141-2 - Update CLTA definition, Rel-15

	R4-2102430
	Huawei
	Table 4.12.2.3-1: CLTA alignment tolerances
	Parameter
	

	Edge-to-edge separation between the NR BS and the CLTA, d
	0.1 m ± 0.01 m
Note 1

	Vertical alignment
	Centre ± 0.01 m

	Front alignment
	Radome front ± 0.01 m

	Note 1: The current state-of-the-art technology does not allow a single generic solution for co-location with other system on adjacent frequencies where the separation between bands is less than ΔfOBUE. However, there are certain site-engineering solutions that can be used for co-located bands, for conformance testing the edge-to-edge separation d = [1 m ] ± 0.01m , alternative site engineering solutions may also be used if appropriate.




	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1 – CLTA height
Further views on the 2 options from the WF, 3 compromise updates to option 1 have been submitted
Issue 1-1: CLTA max height definition
· Proposals
· Option 1 – CATT update
· Option 1 – Huawei update
· Option 1 – Nokia update
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-2 - Co-location adjacent operating bands
Only a single contribution, addresses issue raised in last meeting. 
Issue 1-2: Co-location adjacent operating bands
· Proposals
· Option 1: Note to Table 4.12.2.3-1
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	Nokia
	Sub topic 1-1: No major difference in all 3 companies’ proposals except for the definition of Note 2 in the table, which needs further discussion on the wording.
Sub topic 1-2: Is the intention to increase [1m] to some larger distance for adjacent co-located bands?
….
Others:

	Docomo
	Issue 1-2: Co-location adjacent operating bands
We understand that the intention of this proposal is to find a site engineering method for BS1-O. Therefore, we should simply find a method instead of BPF that is used for BS 1-C. Changing the test requirement is not suitable way to find the alternative method.

	NEC
	Issue 1-1: Support Huawei update. It provides better flexibility.
Issue 1-2: CLTA alignment tolerance can be satisfied for the CLTA for adjacent frequencies. Needs of site engineering is not for CLTA alignment requirement, but for co-location requirements such as co-location spurious emission requirements. We could agree to add text on site engineering but not in the CLTA alignment tolerance table. 
We understand that the intention of this proposal is to find a site engineering method for BS1-O. Therefore, we should simply find a method instead of BPF that is used for BS 1-C. Changing the test requirement is not suitable way to find the alternative method.

	Ericcson
	Issue 1-1: Support Huawei proposal in 2429 
Issue 1-2: we support Docomo’s comments, we need to do work. Some bands will be difficult to co-locate, for example. We do not prefer to include site engineering solutions in the spec before a real deployment issue appear. 

	CATT
	Issue 1-1: CLTA max height definition
The discussion on changing the current spec definition was triggered because the current definition will result in unacceptable antenna height in some cases. To make things simple, we only need to focus on how to handle the case when the height is not acceptable. For other cases, the original method should be maintained. E.g. the condition on how to use this 2 method is needed.
In this way we can avoid discussion on whether the requirement is unnecessarily tightened or unnecessarily relaxed due to choice of the tester. 

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1: clearly we prefer our proposal, but this has been discussed for some time so would like to reach some conclusion, if note can be modified to concern CATT and Nokia we are open to that, based on comments from CATT maybe we can adapt the note so it mentions when the alternative method is adopted i.e. when the chamber is to small?
Issue 1-2: It seems the intention of the proposal is accepted but the method is not. Our intention is to try to use the fact OTA test allows different approaches to be verified, but clearly we need to find a different approach to solve the issue – additional ideas are welcomed.


 
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

	R4-2100386
R4-2100389
	 NEC: What is the difference between “only applicable” in NOTE 2 and “applicable” in NOTE3?” Proposed out-of-band CLTA vertical radiation dimension requirement looks curious. It says ±30%, however, it is not applicable for -30% ~ 0%.

	
	Ericsson: The Notes are not making things clear. What applies if the conditions in the Notes are not met?

	
	Huawei: The proposed method is a compromise to try to find a solution and we appreciate that, whilst this solves the problems with a fixed height it does force the requirement to adopt the tougher coupling conditions even when it is not necessary (due to chamber restrictions). We prefer the option to only use the tougher requirement when physical constraints force it, as discussed maybe if its clear this is only used when physical restrictions are an issue this would form a compromise?

	R4-2102431
R4-2102434
	Nokia: typo 'writh' on cover page.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2102897
	NEC: NOTE 2 is not clear. Does it require both dimension and beam width? What are the beam width definition and vertical radiating dimension definition?

	
	Huawei: This is not a CR, but correction to table is identified so maybe discuss here? The note attempts the same message as the one in our CR, if this method is acceptable we can work on merging best parts of the 2 notes

	
	Nokia: Thanks for the comments. 
In response to NEC’s comments, the beam width definition and vertical radiating definition are the same as those agreed in the WF (R4-2012589). Typically, one parameter (either vertical radiating dimension or vertical beam width) is enough. However, one should be allowed to utilize the two parameters, if possible, in order to obtain an optimal and cost-effective solution than using them individually. In our proposal, it does not mandate both parameters to be known and used. Since there are different wordings, we should aim to merge the best parts as suggested by Huawei. We appreciate further feedback.      
[image: ]





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

	Sub-topic#1-1
	Tentative agreements: The contents of the table seem acceptable to all with the contents of the note describing the use of the 2 definitions requiring work
Candidate options:
CATT: NOTE 2: Only applicable when the vertical radiating dimension of out-of-band CLTAs is smaller than the test object vertical radiating length.
NOTE 3: Applicable when the vertical radiating dimension of out-of-band CLTAs derived by equal vertical beam width method is larger than the test object vertical radiating length.
Huawei: NOTE 2: Both definitions demonstrate compliance to the requirement, either vertical radiating dimension or vertical beam width definition may be used depending on the availability of CLTA
Nokia: NOTE 2: Beam width definition may be used in combination with vertical radiating dimension definition and vice versa to determine suitable CLTA.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue to work on wording of the note. Hopefully we can do this by working on CR, resort to another WF only if we cannot get resolution.
Possible approach is to state the height match definition is only used when the test chamber dimensions limit the use of the existing definition.

	Sub topic#1-2
	Tentative agreements: The issue seems to be accepted but the proposed solution is not. Further work needed to find an acceptable solution
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue to discuss, there is some time allocated to NR conformance on Friday GTW meeting. WF is best approach to try to capture companies views on a solution.



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

	#1
	WF on adjacent channel co-location
	Huawei





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

	R4-2100386

	 To be revised

	R4-2100389
	To be noted

	R4-2102431
	To be revised

	R4-2102434
	To be noted



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Second round updates to issue 1-1, the CLTA height to be done on the modified text in the CR’s as per the agreement in the GTW meeting:
Agreements: 
Using the approach “State the height match definition is only used when the test chamber dimensions limit the use of the existing definition”. Further work in 2nd round for texting into specifications. 
Discussion on issue 1-2 will be done in the WF (R4-2103787)

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2103794 (from R4-2100386)
	Moderator: based on review of the CR and email discussion the following note has been agreed:
NOTE 2:  The vertical radiating dimension definition shall be used instead of the vertical beam width definition when the test chamber dimensions limit the use of vertical beam width definition. Otherwise the vertical beam width definition shall be used.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2103788 (from R4-21002431)

	Moderator: the same note is used as above (in R4-2103794)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



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

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

	R4-2103794
	Add cosigning companies, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell  and Huawei
agreeable

	R4-2103788
	Add cosigning companies CATT and Nokia
agreeable

	R4-2103787
	agreeable



Topic #2: Corrections and maintenance
There are a number of CRS which can be classed as corrections and maintenance
a) PN23 sequence
b) Corrections based on harmonised standard updates
c) Receiver requirements correction
d) 2 cut TRP updates
Companies’ contributions summary
Class A CR numbers shown in brackets with submited class F CR.
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2101568
	Nokia
	Observation 1: Current specification is ambiguous and generation of PN23 is not clear.  It can be noticed that 2 different interpretation (options) of PN23 sequence generation can exist.
Observation 2: It is not clear how PN sequence should be generated for TDD.
Proposal: It is proposed to clarify PN sequence generation for NR TMs to avoid ambiguity as proposed in CRs [10-13].

	R4-2101569 (R4-2101570, R4-2101878)
R4-2101571 (R4-2101572, R4-2101579)
	Nokia
	CR to TS 38.141-1 clarification on PN23 sequence generation

CR to TS 38.141-2 clarification on PN23 sequence generation

	R4-2101730 (R4-2101731, R4-2101732)
	Ericsson
	TS 38.141-2: Correction of additional spurious emission limits for bands 50, 51, 75, 76

	R4-2102423 (R4-2102424, R4-2102425)
	Huawei
	CR to TS 37.145-1, Corrections to conformance requirements, Rel-15

	R4-2102426 (R4-2102427, R4-2102428)
	Huawei
	CR to TS 37.145-2: Corrections to conformance requirements, Rel-15

	R4-2102000 (R4-2102001, R4-2102002)
	Nokia

	CR to TS 38.141-1: Receiver requirement corrections

	R4-2102003 (R4-2102004, R4-2102005)
	Nokia
	CR to TS 38.141-2: Receiver requirement corrections

	R4-2102897
	Nokia
	{Two orthogonal cuts part}
Observation 1: The TRP formula for the two orthogonal cuts with pattern multiplication cannot be directly used to integrate a set of discrete data samples.

 Two possible solutions have been outlined to address the shortcoming. CRs are provided to illustrate how the solution can be captured. 


	R4-2102895 (R4-2102896)
R4-2102898 (R4-2102899)
	
	CR to TS 37.145-2: Updating the orthogonal cut procedure

CR to TS 38.141-2: Updating the orthogonal cut procedure

	
	
	



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
2 of the subjects which included discussion documents have been listed with issues for discussion, the other subjects are based on CR’s and can be discussed in the CR review section 2.3.2.
· Issue 2-1: PN23 sequence
· Issue 2-2: 2 cut TRP updates

Sub-topic 2-1 : PN23 sequence
Proposal to clarify the PN sequence in the specification.
Issue 2-1: PN23 sequence
· Proposals
· Option 1: It is proposed to clarify PN sequence generation for NR TMs to avoid ambiguity as proposed in CRs [10-13].
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-2 - Corrections based on harmonised standard updates
Discuss in CR review section 2.3.2
Sub-topic 2-3 - Receiver requirements correction
Discuss in CR review section 2.3.2
Sub-topic 2-4 - 2 cut TRP updates
The 2 cut 2 TRP calculation uses integrals rather than discrete summation of points, improvements to the math’s have been suggested:
Issue 2-2: 2 cut TRP updates
· Proposals
· Option 1: Accept update in CR
· Recommended WF
· TBA

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

	XXX
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Sub topic 2-2:
….
Others:

	Samsung
	Issue 2-1: PN23 sequence
Generally, we are fine with the clarification for PN sequence is generated per user (n_RNTI).
Regarding how to generate for TDD. Current TMs are required for various TDD configuration. For various TDD configurations, the available DL slots can be different.  It is not clear how to generate PN sequence for the next available continuous DL slots due to special slots and UL slots
To guarantee  the sequence generated continuous even in various TDD configuration, we prefer to make some modification for this clarification as 
“Generate the required amount of bits from the output of the PN23 sequence generator [23]. The PN sequence generator is initialized with a starting seed of "all ones" in the first allocated slot of each frame. The PN sequence is continuous over the slot boundaries assuming all slots are DL slots each have the same TM configuration. for slots where PDSCH or PDCCH is present. For PDSCH, the PN sequence is generated per user ().
” To Ericsson’s comments. We agree there is only one TDD configuration for conformance test. While current spec is not clear for us whether to include UL slots or not. There may be two interpretations,  For example, considering TDD pattern DDDSUDDDSU in 15 KHz SCS,  if including UL slots, so 1 DL slots of 2nd half subframe should have PN seq of 5th slot (starting from 0th slot). While if excluding UL slots,  1 DL slots of 2nd half subframe should have PN seq of 4th slot (starting from 0th slot)
Another issue that operators have their preferred TDD configuration, which was not always aligned with the TDD configuration specified in the spec. So, it is complicated how to PN is continuous to support various TDD configuration requested, since the length of S and number of UL slots are different. From our side, we need to clarify the definition of slot boundaries. Our clarification can guarantee  the sequence generated continuous even in various TDD configuration with assumption all slots are DL slots

	Keysight
	Sub topic 2-1: PN sequency
It’s not clear why this is necessary. TE point of view, PN23 provides “random” sequence in comparison with previous all zero sequence, and good for spectrum for TX testing, as well as it doesn’t matter for EVM measurement too. With existing text “The PN sequence is continuous over the slot boundaries.” Should be good enough. Also, with R15 spec has been exist and tested already, we prefer not to change text even for adding more clarification, because we consider this is not critical either.

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1: PN23 sequence  
We do not see this change as necessary.  As TE vendors have commented last meeting in their implementation is not an issue and clear enough from wording that the PN23 is generated for each user (RNTI) since the specifics of  user is defined.  
To Samsung’s comment;  There is only a single TDD configuration for conformance as described in Table 4.9.2.2-1 and Table 4.9.2.2-1a so the number of DL slots would not be different for the same numerology.  It would be quite obvious that only TM configuration can be used for all DL slots.  
Issue 2-2:

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-1: PN23 sequence  
We emphasized in our paper, that from BS vendor point of view, we need this clarification to clarify whether the PN23 is generated individually for TM with multi-users. From TE point of view, it does not matter how PN23 is generated, so we think that this clarification in proposed CRs would not require any update from TE point of view. 

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1: We are ok with proposal (even if test equipment does this anyway the clarification is ok)
Issue 2-2: We are ok with the intention, there are some comments on the equations (typos) discussed in [308] the same corrections should be applied here.


 
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.
CAT A CR’s are listed in brackets after the CAT F CRs
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2101569 (R4-2101570, R4-2101878)
R4-2101571 (R4-2101572, R4-2101579)
	Samsung: we suggest to make some modification as “The PN sequence is continuous over the slot boundaries assuming all slots are DL slots each have the same TM configuration. for slots where PDSCH or PDCCH is present. For PDSCH, the PN sequence is generated per user ().” to guarantee the sequence generated continuous even in various TDD configuration

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2101730 (R4-2101731, R4-2101732)
	Nokia: Table heading is 'operating band unwanted emission', should it be 'transmitter spurious emission' instead as it is in the 'transmitter spurious emission' clause?

	
	 NEC: Is the test limit of -42dBm/27MHz correct? 9dB scaling is not applied?
The table heading should be corrected?

	
	Ericsson (author): This limit of -42 dBm/Mhz is for Europe and it is included in the EC decision. For this reason no relaxation applies, neither TT. The value shall be the same as in the core spec. Initially, this was defined as an OBUE requirement, but because this large bandwidth of 27 MHz the unwanted emissions come most of the time in the Spurious domain. These are the reasons the table was placed in the TX spurious clause. We can propose a change of the table header so we do not mention OBUE anymore in the next meeting, proposals are welcome. In case we find this absolutely necessary we have to make changes in 38.104 and 38.141-1 as well, and also in 36 and 37 series. If possible to correct this level in this meeting would be great, as it is a regulatory requirements and it is not good at all to appear wrong in 3GPP conformance spec for NR BS.

	R4-2102423 (R4-2102424, R4-2102425)
	Nokia: There is no 'option 2' defined in 6.6, it is only defined in clause 6.6.3.1.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2102426 (R4-2102427, R4-2102428)
	NEC: Reference number for TS 38.104 is not correct.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2102000 (R4-2102001, R4-2102002)
	Huawei: change is ok but in 7.2.4.2 the text “For FDD operation, set the BS to transmit a signal according to clause 4.9.2,” is not sufficient as 4.9.2 does not contain the required set up information, the other examples in the CR have the more correct text “using the applicable test configuration and corresponding power setting specified in clauses 4.7 and 4.8 using the corresponding test models or set of physical channels in clause 4.9.2” 
This is not the primary purpose of this CR but as its the same sentence then it can perhaps be corrected.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2102003 (R4-2102004, R4-2102005)
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2102895 (R4-2102896)
R4-2102898 (R4-2102899)
	Ericsson: We do not agree with these CRs. The proposed approximation is not correct. To be correct it requires an equidistant regular grid. More specifically, it is assumed that Q and R are constant values and therefore  is replaced by . This assumption is not correct and leads to erroneous results. We can send to interested parties a more comprehensive explanation. Nokia will get it by default. 


	
	Huawei: Some typo errors for the equations have been highlighted in [308] where similar corrections are suggested. Please make same corrections

	
	Nokia: Thanks for the comments. 
In response to Ericsson’s comments, it is equidistant regular grid (see the figure below from TR 37.941). The approximation of the integral is in the -space while the integral is in the -space. The mapping is given by 
 

The approximation can be expressed in the  - and -space as shown in R4-2102897.
We will correct the typos and provide further details on the derivation at the next meeting.
As a suggestion for moderator: the CRs can be noted. 

[image: ]




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

	Sub-topic#2-1
	PN23 sequence
Tentative agreements: There seems to be no comment that the clarification is wrong but it is not agreed that the clarification is needed. Keysight and Ericsson are against the change.
Samsung seem to have raised a connected but additional issue about the generation of TDD
Candidate options: The choice seems to remain of adding the clarification or not
Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue to discuss the need for the clarification, try to get the CR’s approved (seems no need for WF at this stage

	Sub-topic#2-2
	Tentative agreements: Discussion on this topic is occurring on the discussion paper and the CR, the clarification itself seems agreeable but some discussion on the accuracy of the described method is ongoing 
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Continue to work on the text in the CR



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

	#1
	
	





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

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2101569 
R4-2101571 
	Ongoing discussion on sub-topic 2-1, need for clarification and content of text to be further discussed.
To be revised

	R4-2101730 
	Table headings to be corrected
To be revised

	R4-2102423
	Reference to section 6.6 to be corrected
To be revised

	R4-2102426
	Reference to be corrected
To be revised

	R4-2102000
	Some suggested modification to referencing in affected sentence 
To be revised

	R4-2102003
	No comments so agreeable

	R4-2102895 
R4-2102898 
	Ongoing discussion on the maths in the suggested change, Nokia has suggested they will return next meeting so CR’s can be noted.
To be Noted



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
2nd round consists of revised CR’s as below:
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2103789 (from R4-2101569)
R4-2103790 (from R4-2101571)
	Nokia: based on comments received, revised CRs propose solution to include both options for PN23 generations for TDD case, that should allow different implementations:
-             Generate the required amount of bits from the output of the PN23 sequence generator [28]. The PN sequence generator is initialized with a starting seed of “all ones” in the first allocated slot of each frame. The PN sequence is continuous over the slot boundaries. For TDD TMs, the PN sequence can be generated for all symbols (in the DL, UL or special slots) or only DL symbols (in the DL or special slots). For TMs with multi-users, the PN sequence is generated per user (nRNTI )." 
(the same text is proposed for both 38.141-1 and 38.141-2)

	
	

	
	

	R4-2103795
(from R4-2101730)
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2103791 (from R4-2102423)
	Huawei (author): The options for the representative connector apply to all emissions requirements but the options are only explicitly mentioned in sub clause 6.6.3.1. . The issue need further thought on how to resolve – I will return to it next meeting.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2103792 (from R4-2102426)
	Moderator(from Ericsson): Update table heading to match CR, R4-2103887 in [301]
Table 6.7.5.5.2-2c: Wide Area operating band unwanted emission mask (UEM) in BC1 and BC3 bands ≥1GHz and  3 GHz applicable for: BS supporting NR, not supporting NR operation in Band n1 and not supporting UTRA 

	
	

	
	

	R4-2103793 (from R4-2102000)
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



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

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

	R4-2103789 
R4-2103790 
	Ongoing discussion (GTW on Friday?)

	R4-2103795
	No revision yet?

	R4-2103791
	withdrawn

	R4-2103792
	agreeable

	R4-2103793
	agreeable
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