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Introduction
In this email discussion we will handle following contributions submitted in AI 10.3: Study on band combination handling in RAN4. Another 4 contributions (R4-2109529, R4-2109530, R4-2109531, R4-2109532) submitted in AI 15 will also be handled.
Following four topics are discussed in this summary:
· Topic #1: General and TR
· R4-2109535
· Topic #2: How to introduce band combinations including TP format
· R4-2110411
· Topic #3: Rules and guidelines of specifying band combinations including notations of CA/DC combinations
· R4-2109537
· Topic #4: Improving RAN4 specification structures and reducing redundant contents
· R4-2108915, R4-2109536, R4-2109529, R4-2109530, R4-2109531, R4-2109532
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: To collect the companies’ views on each topic.
· 2nd round: Try to reach agreements and handle WF if needed.
	Reference
	TDoc
	Title
	Source

	[1]
	R4-2108915
	New way for defining dTib and dRib
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	[2]
	R4-2109535
	TR 38.XXX V010 Band combination handling
	ZTE Corporation

	[3]
	R4-2109536
	Simplifications on delta TIB and RIB tables
	ZTE Corporation

	[4]
	R4-2109537
	TP on rules of CA configuration table
	ZTE Corporation

	[5]
	R4-2110411
	TP for 38.xxx to capture the request's template and workflow
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	[6]
	R4-2109529
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Optimization to channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation

	[7]
	R4-2109530
	CR to TS 38.101-1 on UE channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation

	[8]
	R4-2109531
	CR to TS 38.101-2 on UE channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation

	[9]
	R4-2109532
	CR to TS 38.104 on BS channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation



Topic #1: General and TR
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2109535
	ZTE Corporation
	TR 38.xxx v010 Band combination handling



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic is to discuss the content of the draft TR v010.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: TR 38.xxx v010 (Implement approved TPs in RAN4#98bis-e: R4-2105430)
· Proposals
· Option 1: Approve the TR v010
· Option 2: Revise the TR v010
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
· Sub topic 1-1 General on TR
Issue 1-1A: TR 38.xxx v010 (Implement approved TPs in RAN4#98bis-e: R4-2105430)
	Company
	Comments

	XXXZTE
	Option 1 to capture the approved TP in last meeting.

	Skyworks
	A few remarks: 
Should ULSUP (TDM only) combination be part of chapter 5.1? add it in the fututr?
Not sure if BW class chapter is really needed as this is clear in the Specification (but no objection to duplicate)
In 6.3.1. It would be good to encourage companies to provide additional information like simultaneous Tx/Rx or not, SUO or not…
Under others, it would be good to capture the rules for block approval and not for block approval based on agreements in last and this meeting.

	Nokia 
	Option 1 and as SKW commented rules for block approval and not for block approval should go to clause 6. For us clause 7 is most important one to improve the quality of TPs.

	ZTE
	Thanks for the comments. To Skyworks, for ULSUP (TDM only) we think it should be a part of chapter 5.1 and can be added later. For BW class chapter, since the TR is not only for RAN4 people, the potential readers may be other working groups or even outside 3GPP, so to provide such information will be helpful to understand band combination. Regarding to the additional information such as in 6.3.1 or under others, and also to Nokia, it is good to capture the related rules in the TR. Considering that this version of TR v010 is aimed to capture the agreed contents in last meeting, we suggest to approve it by now and any other contents are welcomed for future meetings.

	Apple
	Option 1. We should approve the draft TR exactly according to previously approved TPs. If further changes are needed (and we also agree that ULSUP_TDM should be included), then they would need a new TP based on the latest approved draft TR.  One approach we can suggest for the Rapporteur's consideration, is to utilize the after-meeting email approval process to combine all approved TPs into a new version of the draft TR.  This way the new TR is available for companies to draft TPs for the future meeting.


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

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



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

	Sub-topic #1-1 General on TR
	Issue 1-1A: TR 38.xxx v010 (Implement approved TPs in RAN4#98bis-e: R4-2105430)
Tentative agreements:
Take Option 1: Approve the TR v010. 
The combination of ULSUP (TDM only) should be included in a separate TP. Companies are also encouraged to study and contribute on other additional information or under clause 7 in the following meetings.
The rules for block approval and not for block approval are suggested to be discussed under sub-topic 2-1 in 2nd round.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion in 2nd round.



CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

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



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)


Topic #2: How to introduce band combinations including TP format
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2110411
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	This contribution provides band combination workflow and latest template as a text proposal to the new TR.
(1) Band combination workflow
(2) Template of band combination request sheet, status report and band combinations table in basket WI



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1  TP for band combination request
Sub-topic description:  This sub-topic is to discuss the TP for band combination request.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1A: Is the TP for band combination workflow acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: The TP needs to be modified.
Issue 2-1B: Is the TP for the template of band combination request sheet, status report and band combination table in basket WI acceptable? 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: The TP needs to be modified.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
· Sub topic 2-1 TP for band combination request
Issue 2-1A: Is the TP for band combination workflow acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 1: Yes

	ZTE
	Option 3. For readability, we suggest the bullet numbering in the text part should also be shown in the figure 6.2.1-1. In bullet #1, which email reflector should be chosen for band combination request? Currently some requests are also shared in RAN4 reflector. In addition, do we need to distinguish NR or LTE? It seems 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4_CA is for LTE combinations? In bullet #7 and #8, “big CR” is used. Since this is not an official name, do we need some explanation for this?

	Skyworks
	The workflow should clarify the cases not for block approval.
The Workflow should encourage the proponents to provide additional information like simultaneous Tx/RX support or not, SUO….

	Nokia
	Flowchart is nice but as ZTE said text part readability could be enhanced. Missing the non-block approval aspects.
We do not see any embedded Excel in TP. What is the intended placement of the request Excel?

	ZTE
	To Nokia’s question, regarding to the embedded Excel, the agreement in last meeting is to provide a hyperlink in the TR and upload the templates in 3GPP server.

	Qualcomm
	Thanks for the TP. Should clarify the workflow is for block approval basket WIs. As Nokia commented, might need to add the procedure for non-block approval basket Wis.

	CHTTL
	Regarding the workflow, does the case for two continuous RAN4 meetings in one quarter need to be considered and captured? (or just mention the workflow is for one RAN4 meeting in one quarter ?)
Regarding “And the request spread sheet should be shared in the reflector 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4_NR_BANDS or 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4_CA before RAN4#(X-1) meeting” , probably we need to put “Tdoc submission date” on it.


 
Issue 2-1B: Is the TP for the template of band combination request sheet, status report and band combination table in basket WI acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 1: Yes

	ZTE
	Option 3. In bullet #3, what does “cover sheet” refer to? We suggest an explanation to all sheets contained in the Excel file. There is no need for the brackets in the last sentence of bullet #3 “(Cover sheet can be further updated…)”. Please also check if brackets in other bullets are needed. In bullet #6 for 2), it is suggested to take an example for the colour defined for the four choices. For bullet #6 and 3.1) for WID update, the description is not quite clear, such as “this provides the 1 Excel lists of … to make the 1 lists for RAN#XX”. What does “1 lists” mean? In addition, in clause 6.2.1, the RAN plenary is marked as “RAN#(Y-1)” instead of “RAN#XX-1”. Since the SI is for Rel-17, it seems no need for the following sentence.
     (if we start this with REL-17, then the RAN #XX-1 lists would not be needed because there are no REL-17 combinations yet)
One more issue is about the bullet and numbering code in #6 and 3), it seems the symbols for different level bullet are inconsistent, such as “=>”, “-”.

	Skyworks
	The request templates should provide options to capture additional informations like  simultaneous Tx/RX support or not, SUO….or at least clarify if it is part of comments or Note

	Apple
	We agree with Skyworks regarding the simultaneous Tx/Rx support capability

	CHTTL
	Option 3: 
Regarding:
#3 Cover sheet can be only used by Contact Company which needs to request new band combinations or report the band combinations’ status instead of the official basket WID or Status Report. (Cover sheet can be further updated after additional basket WIs are approved in RAN plenary.)
 The request sheet (with the cover page) might also needed when request some modification to the request if needed.
1) The Excel sheet included in the status report and the WID would have 2 worksheets. ( It’s assumed that the attached Excel information sheets of SR and WID are same. )
 We prefer to remove “ ( It’s assumed that the attached Excel information sheets of SR and WID are same. )”. we provide additional work so that the excel information of SR and WID are different.


 
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

	R4-2110411
	Company A ZTE: Same comments as in clause 2.3.1.

	
	Company B

	
	



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

	Sub-topic#2-1 
TP for band combination request
	Issue 2-1A: Is the TP for band combination workflow acceptable?
Issue 2-1B: Is the TP for the template of band combination request sheet, status report and band combination table in basket WI acceptable?
Tentative agreements: 
The TP needs to be modified. It is suggested to take the 1st round comments from the companies into consideration and go to 2nd round discussion.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Revise the TP based on the 1st round comments and try to agree the TP in this meeting. At least the following aspects should be considered.
· To clarify the workflow is for block approval basket WIs.
· To include the procedure for non-block approval basket WIs.
· To improve the readability of text part.



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  

	R4-2110411
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to 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”.
· Sub topic 2-1 TP for band combination request
Issue 2-1A: Is the TP for band combination workflow acceptable?
Issue 2-1B: Is the TP for the template of band combination request sheet, status report and band combination table in basket WI acceptable?
Further discussion on the revised TP for band combination request.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	





Topic #3: Rules and guidelines of specifying band combinations including notations of CA/DC combinations
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2109537
	ZTE Corporation
	This contribution provides the rules and simplifications for CA band combination as a text proposal to the new TR.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to approve the text proposal provided in this contribution.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1  CA configuration table TP
Sub-topic description:  This sub-topic is to discuss the rules and simplifications for CA band combination as a text proposal in the TR.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1A: Is the content of the TP acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: The TP needs to be modified.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
· Sub topic 3-1 CA/DC band configurations TP
Issue 3-1A: Is the content of the TP acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 3: SUL should be considered as well.

	ZTE
	Option 1.

	Skyworks
	Should the intra-band cases be added (can be later) as we also have many cases with 2UL/1UL, assymetric cases…
For Table 8.3.1.1-2: it would be good to explain how the UL or DL BW limitation may be captured with notes
For Table 8.3.1.1-1: similarly regional spectrum limitations notes could be explained, also UL config for 1 Ul “-“ could be shown.

	Nokia
	For UL CA configurations it should be clarified that those are the allowed UL CA configurations supported by the specification. 
Revision on the TP can be approved with an assumption that more information is provided later, as for example EN-DC is missing. Maybe EN-DC goes somewhere else but also different CA tables do exists

	ZTE
	Thanks for the comments. To Huawei, we are fine to take SUL into consideration. We will add a new section 8.3.1.3 for SUL configuration table. To Skyworks, for the contents of intra-band cases it can be added in the future meeting. For the notes in Table 8.3.1.1-1 and Table 8.3.1.1-2, we are ok to revise the TP and include the explanation. To Nokia, the notes for UL CA configuration will be added in the revision and for the other parts it will be added later.

	Apple
	Table 8.3.1.1-1 is wider than the page


 
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

	R4-2109537
	Company A ZTE: Option 1.

	
	Company B

	
	



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

	Sub-topic#3-1
CA/DC band configurations TP
	Issue 3-1A: Is the content of the TP acceptable?
Tentative agreements:
The TP needs to be modified. It is suggested to take the 1st round comments from the companies into consideration and go to 2nd round discussion.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Revise the TP based on the 1st round comments and try to agree the TP in this meeting. At least the following aspects should be considered.
· To add the contents of SUL configuration.
· To add notes for Table 8.3.1.1-1 and 8.3.1.1-2.
· Correct the page settings in the TP.



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  

	R4-2109537
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
· Sub topic 3-1 CA/DC band configurations TP
Issue 3-1A: Is the content of the TP acceptable?
Further discussion on the revised TP for CA/DC band configurations TP
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	





Topic #4: Improving RAN4 specification structures and reducing redundant contents
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2108915
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	In this contribution, a new option of using rule set based approach instead of current table approach is proposed for defining ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values. A preliminary study on the  rule set is as below.
(1) H-L dTib=0.3 and dRib=0
(2) L-L and H-H dTib=0.5 and dRib=0
(3) L-L-L and H-H-H maybe needs case by case study
(4) Carriers in bands with a harmonic falling onto one of the DLs: default dTIB = 0.6 dB
(5) 42,77,78 gets dTib=0.8 and dRib=0.5
(6) n79 dTib = 0 and dRib=0 unless is combined with 3.5 GHz bands then dTib=0.8 and dRib=0.5
(7) dRib = dTib-0.5 dB
(8) Combinations with notes are handled case by case
 
Low bands in above are below 1GHz and high bands above 1 GHz but bands around 3.5 GHz and above are handled separately.

	R4-2109536
	ZTE Corporation
	This paper is to share views on the simplification for ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c table. The following options have been analyzed based on reduction rate and readability.
· Option 1. 
[image: ]
· Option 2. 
[image: ]
· Option 3. 
[image: ]
Observation 1:	 From the perspective of reducing rows in ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c table, both “Option 2” and “Option 3” have higher reduction rate than “Option 1”.
Observation 2:	 “Option 3” has a better reduction rate in columns than “Option 2” in ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c table since duplicated values are merged into one cell.
Observation 3:	 “Option 2” or “Option 3” only occupies one row in ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c tables for each combination. It has better readability than “Option 1”.
Proposal 1:	From the aspects of reduction rate and readability, it is recommended to use “Option 3a” to simplify the ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c tables.
· Option 3a. 
[image: ]
Observation 4:	 The proportion of ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c tables to the whole spec is getting higher and higher in the new versions.
Observation 5:	 The number of new configurations added for ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c table is growing rapidly.
Proposal 2:	It is suggested to simplify the ΔTIB,c / ΔRIB,c tables as early as possible. The latest version of Rel-17 for simplification is preferred.

	R4-2109529
	ZTE Corporation
	The main purpose of this paper is to improve the readability of the tables for channel bandwidth per operating band.
Observation 1:	 By using the value of channel bandwidth instead of “Yes” for each NR band, the readability of the channel bandwidth table is greatly improved, although no optimization to the table in the row number.
Proposal 1:	 It is proposed that the channel bandwidth for each NR band in clause 5.3.5 to use the value of channel bandwidth instead of “Yes” as shown in Fig. 3 from Rel-17.
[image: IMG_259]

	R4-2109530
	ZTE Corporation
	The corresponding CR to R4-2109529 in TS 38.101-1.

	R4-2109531
	ZTE Corporation
	The corresponding CR to R4-2109529 in TS 38.101-2.

	R4-2109532
	ZTE Corporation
	The corresponding CR to R4-2109529 in TS 38.101-4.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 4-1  Optimization to ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables
Sub-topic description:  This sub-topic is to discuss how to optimize the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables in RAN4 specs.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-1A:  In which way to optimize the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Table approach.
· Option 2: Rule based approach.
· Option 3: Others.
Issue 4-1B: Is it necessary to include the framework of defining the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values in the TR?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
Issue 4-1C: If the current table approach is kept, which option of table optimization is acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1:
[image: ]
· Option 2: 
[image: ]
· Option 3: 
[image: ]
· Option 3a:
[image: ]
· Others.
Issue 4-1D: When to introduce the optimizations to the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c in the RAN4 specs?
· Proposals
· Option 1: In Rel-17 once the optimization solution is decided.
· Option 2: In Rel-17 but hold until Rel-18 is ready.
· Option 3: Others

Sub-topic 4-2  Optimization to channel bandwidth per operating band tables
Sub-topic description:  This sub-topic is to discuss how to optimize the tables of channel bandwidth per operating band in RAN4 specs.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 4-2A:  Is the optimization of using the value of channel bandwidth instead of using “Yes” in the table acceptable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes.
· Option 2: No.
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
· Sub topic 4-1 Optimization to ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables
Issue 4-1A: In which way to optimize the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Rule based approach is a good proposal, but some details and exceptions should be highlighted and considered.

	ZTE
	Option 1. To set a framework to define ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c for configurations is a good idea. However, this may cause many problems at the operational level. Since the release has already come to Rel-17, how to handle the legacy configurations is a big challenge. Although we have the rules for ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values in current specs, the actual value for a certain configuration does not always follow the rules. There will be many exceptions. Furthermore, the current rules only apply to two bands configurations. For high-order configurations, the values still need to be studied case by case. From the perspective of lengthy table size, the most redundant cases for simplification are the high-order configurations. With such consideration, to what extent the table can be optimized is still uncertain. Finally, if we use the rules for all the configurations, the readability is also a big issue. We don’t know in which category a certain band belongs to, H or L or even M? or any other categories?

	Nokia
	Option 2: Rule based approach can simplify the spec most effectively. Exceptions from the rule can be given in tables but there are different level that rule approach could be used.
1. Just have rules and delete tables  Not realistic
2. Have rules based approach and apply that all new combos but keep exiting tables Not realistic
3. Have rules based approach and apply that to majority combos but complex combinations are added into tables, like the ones with notes or 3 low bands etc  Possible
4. Companies can use rules to derive relaxations but values are always captured into tables possible
Also we are not against optimizing tables, it can be done also as we do not expect that tables are removed. So tables and rule based approach can also be seen as complimentary

	ZTE
	One question: If rule based approach is applied, how to handle the existing combinations in the current spec? The workload and the consistency with the legacy table format should be considered.


 
Issue 4-1B: Is it necessary to include the framework of defining the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values in the TR?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	If the consensus is reached, it can be included into the TR.

	ZTE
	Option 1. It’s good to have a framework in the TR to indicate what the rules used for defining the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values in general. It should be noted that this is only for general principle, but the detail values still need to be listed case by case. The rules can help people understand how the values are introduced into the specifications.

	Nokia
	Option 1: Yes if RAN4 agrees those later. 

	Qualcomm
	Option 1 if RAN4 can get consensus. Note that the framework would be for reference. For some band combinations, the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values need to be analysed case by case.



Issue 4-1C: If the current table approach is kept, which option of table optimization is acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 2 may be better than others. Putting different bands into the same cell may cause the confusion.

	ZTE
	Option 3a. The option 3a has better compatibility with the approaches in the current specifications. It also has good readability and high reduction rate than other options. We are also open to Option 2 and 3.

	Nokia
	None of the proposal are as clear as current tables but that was not the point as RAN4 wants compression. Our preference over these is option 1.

	ZTE
	For Option 2/3/3a, each configuration is fixed to one row in the table. People only need to find the values in a single row not like the current table style the rows for a configuration are flexible. It is easy to misread lines in the table for different configurations if using the old table format. The compression of rows is not the only reason for choice.



Issue 4-1D: When to introduce the optimizations to the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c in the RAN4 specs?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Both are OK. No strong view on this.

	ZTE
	Option 1 or 2.

	Nokia
	Both options ok



· Sub topic 4-2 Optimization to channel bandwidth per operating band tables
Issue 4-2A: Is the optimization of using the value of channel bandwidth instead of using “Yes” in the table acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Huawei
	Option 1

	ZTE
	Option 1. The tentative agreement in the last meeting was the contents are endorsed in principle and should be revised and resubmitted from Rel-17.

	Skyworks
	Option 1: We support using the BW value instead of “yes”

	Nokia
	Option 1



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

	R4-2109530
	Company AZTE: Same as Issue 4-2A.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2109531
	Company A ZTE: Same as Issue 4-2A.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2109532
	Company A ZTE: Same as Issue 4-2A.

	
	Company B

	
	



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

	Sub-topic#4-1 Optimization to ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables
	Issue 4-1A: In which way to optimize the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables?
Moderator’s suggestion: 
Rule based approach is a good proposal, but some details and exceptions should be further discussed before we decide in which way to optimize the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables.

Issue 4-1B: Is it necessary to include the framework of defining the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values in the TR?
Moderator’s suggestion: 
If the consensus can be reached, it would be good to capture the framework in the TR for the rules of defining the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values. 

Issue 4-1C: If the current table approach is kept, which option of table optimization is acceptable?
No consensus. 

Issue 4-1D: When to introduce the optimizations to the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c in the RAN4 specs?
Moderator’s suggestion: 
Any time in Rel-17 is ok.  

Tentative agreements:
The framework for the rules of defining the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c values is suggested to be included in the TR if the consensus can be reached. 
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
A possible WF on rule based approach for ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c is suggested to be further discussed in 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#4-2
Optimization to channel bandwidth per operating band tables
	Issue 4-2A: Is the optimization of using the value of channel bandwidth instead of using “Yes” in the table acceptable?
Tentative agreements: 
To use the value of channel bandwidth instead of “Yes” for the channel bandwidth for each NR band in clause 5.3.5 and agree the related CRs.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
 No further discussion in 2nd round.




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  

	R4-2109530
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”agreeable

	R4-2109531
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”agreeable

	R4-2109532
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised” agreeable



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”.
As described in summary for 1st round, 2nd round discussion mainly focus on the rule based approach for ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c. Possible scope of study and the relation between the rule based approach and the table based approach will be discussed. Agreeable contents should be captured in a WF on rule based approach for defining the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c.
· Sub topic 4-1 Optimization to ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables
Issue 4-1A: In which way to optimize the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c tables?
Further discussion on the “WF on rule based approach for ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c”
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	





Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on …
	YYY
	

	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	WF on rule based approach for delta TIB and RIB
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Nokia
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	R4-2108915
	New way for defining dTib and dRib
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2109535
	TR 38.XXX V010 Band combination handling
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2109536
	Simplifications on delta TIB and RIB tables
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2109537
	TP on rules of CA configuration table
	ZTE Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2110411
	TP for 38.xxx to capture the request's template and workflow
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Revised
	

	R4-2109529
	Optimization to channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2109530
	CR to TS 38.101-1 on UE channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2109531
	CR to TS 38.101-2 on UE channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2109532
	CR to TS 38.104 on BS channel bandwidth per operating band
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	





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

	R4-210xxxx
	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
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