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Introduction
This agenda item will handle all contributions related to the maintenance part 2 of the following R17 closed WIs :
-	5.2.1 NR_RF_TxD
-	5.2.4.2 Other NR/LTE WIs – UE RF requirements
-	5.2.4.5 Rel-17 TEI – UE RF part
		R4-2212311 was moved from AI 5.2.4.5 to thread [301]
		R4-2212075/R4-2212856/R4-2212857/R4-2212876 were moved from AI 5.2.4.5 to thread [202]
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: To discuss the key open issues and CRs submitted by proponents
· 2nd round: To discuss the potential Way forward and revised CRs
It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Huawei
	Peng (Henry), Zhang
	zhangpeng169@huawei.com

	Qualcomm
	Ville Vintola
	vvintola@qti.qualcomm.com

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

	Nokia(HU)
	Hiromasa Umeda
	hiromasa.umeda@nokia.com

	Qualcomm Incorporated (GF)
	Gene Fong
	gfong@qti.qualcomm.com

	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Dominique Brunel
	Dominique.brunel@skyworksinc.com

	vivo
	Sanjun Feng
	fengsanjun@vivo.com

	Ericsson
	Christian Bergljung
	Christian.Bergljung@ericsson.com

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

	Rohde & Schwarz
	Niels Petrovic
	Niels.petrovic@rohde-schwarz.com

	Verizon
	Zheng Zhao
	Zheng.zhao@verizonwireless.com

	MediaTek
	Huanren
	huanren.fu@mediatek.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)
Topic #1: AI 5.2.1 – WI NR_RF_TxD
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2211578
	Rohde & Schwarz
	CR: Update of TxD inband emissions

	R4-2211828
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: There would be no clear benefit to indicate UE’s behaviour in terms of single Tx or dual Tx when the UE supporting PC1.5 fallbacks to PC2 or lower. Note that side conditions for MPR for single Tx and dual Tx are the same.
Observation 2: If there is a no clear way for network to know being used PC due to fallback or return, it may cause issues that a capability, e.g., ul-FullPowerTransmission supported by a UE and/or RF performance like A-MPR may be very different from what network expects.

	R4-2212543
	Anritsu Limited
	Draft CR to update Pcmax tolerance for PC1.5

	R4-2212602
	Xiaomi
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for TxD

	R4-2212773
	Ericsson
	CR: Definition of PC1.5 and applicability of extensions of power-class parameters (RRC)

	R4-2212809
	vivo
	CR: Maintanenceefineance of NR TxD Tx requirements

	R4-2213331
	OPPO
	R17 Draft CR on correction of TxD Rx section numbers

	R4-2213382
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	CR on TS 38.101-1 for transmitter power for Tx Diversity

	R4-2214007
	T-Mobile USA
	Observation 1: There is no MPR relaxation allowed for PC3 MPR for UL MIMO.
Observation 2: In LTE there was no MPR relaxation for PC2 UL MIMO. 
Observation 3: A UE that indicates ul-FullPwrMode-r16 or ul-FullPwrMode2-TPMIGroup-r16 for a band shall meet the MRP requirements in 6.2.2. 
Observation 4: The relaxed MPR for PC2 is allowed when a UE indicates TxD for PC2 and does not indicate ul-FullPwrMode-r16 or ul-FullPwrMode2-TPMIGroup-r16 for PC2. 
Observation 5: Currently in 38.101-1 6.2D.2, when a UE indicates PC2 and UL MIMO for a band, the relaxed MPR requirements in 6.2D.2 apply regardless of whether TxD is indicated or not indicated.
Observation 6: A UE that indicates support for PC2 UL MIMO and not TxD will have to meet the MPR requirements in 6.2.2-2 for single Tx, and should also be able to meet the MPR requirements in 6.2.2-2 when backing one or both PA by 3 dB for PC2 UL MIMO.
Observation 7: A UE that falls back from PC1.5 to PC2 should be able to meet the MPR requirements in 6.2.2-2 regardless of whether it uses single Tx for PC2 or dual Tx for PC2. 
Observation 8: Currently it is undefined if a UE should declare TxD for PC1.5, although TxD is implied since MPR is only defined for dual Tx.
Observation 9: If 1 Tx MPR is added for PC1.5 in the future, it would be useful to distinguish between Ues that use the 1 Tx MPR and those that use the TxD MPR. 

Proposal 1: When a UE indicates PC2 and UL MIMO for a band and TxD, the MPR requirements in 6.2D.2-1 apply for UL MIMO operation, but if the UE indicates PC2 and UL MIMO for a band and not TxD, the requirements in 6.2.2-2 apply for UL MIMO operation. 
Proposal 2: When a UE declares PC1.5, the MPR in 6.2.2-2 applies when the UE falls back to PC2.
Proposal 3: From version 17.7.0 of 38.101-1 onward, PC1.5 Ues shall indicate TxD as long as there is only 2Tx MPR defined for PC1.5. If at some point in the future 1 Tx MPR is defined for PC1.5, then UE that implement 1 Tx MPR for PC1.5 shall not indicate TxD.
Proposal 4: Agree a CR to clarify that when A UE that indicates PC1.5 for a given band falls back from PC1.5 to PC2, the MPR requirements in Table 6.2.2-2 apply regardless of whether the UE indicates TxD or not.

	R4-2214008
	T-Mobile USA
	CR for 38.101-1: Corrections for PC2 MPR and PC1.5 fallback to PC2 MPR




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: PC2 MPR and PC1.5 fallback MPR
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: Please discuss and comment the following observations.
Observation 1: There would be no clear benefit to indicate UE’s behaviour in terms of single Tx or dual Tx when the UE supporting PC1.5 fallbacks to PC2 or lower. Note that side conditions for MPR for single Tx and dual Tx are the same.
Observation 2: If there is a no clear way for network to know being used PC due to fallback or return, it may cause issues that a capability, e.g., ul-FullPowerTransmission supported by a UE and/or RF performance like A-MPR may be very different from what network expects.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Companies are encouraged to provide comments.
· Recommended WF
· TBA


Issue 1-1-2: Please discuss whether the following proposals can be agreeable.
Proposal 1: When a UE indicates PC2 and UL MIMO for a band and TxD, the MPR requirements in 6.2D.2-1 apply for UL MIMO operation, but if the UE indicates PC2 and UL MIMO for a band and not TxD, the requirements in 6.2.2-2 apply for UL MIMO operation.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, it’s agreeable
· Option 2: No, please elaborate the reasons.
· Option 3: No, but it can be revised. Please provide the revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-1-3: Please discuss whether the following proposals can be agreeable.
Proposal 2: When a UE declares PC1.5, the MPR in 6.2.2-2 applies when the UE falls back to PC2. 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, it’s agreeable
· Option 2: No, please elaborate the reasons.
· Option 3: No, but it can be revised. Please provide the revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-1-4: Please discuss whether the following proposals can be agreeable.
Proposal 3: From version 17.7.0 of 38.101-1 onward, PC1.5 Ues shall indicate TxD as long as there is only 2Tx MPR defined for PC1.5. If at some point in the future 1 Tx MPR is defined for PC1.5, then UE that implement 1 Tx MPR for PC1.5 shall not indicate TxD.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, it’s agreeable
· Option 2: No, please elaborate the reasons.
· Option 3: No, but it can be revised. Please provide the revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-1-5: Please discuss whether the following proposals can be agreeable.
Proposal 4: Agree a CR to clarify that when A UE that indicates PC1.5 for a given band falls back from PC1.5 to PC2, the MPR requirements in Table 6.2.2-2 apply regardless of whether the UE indicates TxD or not.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, it’s agreeable
· Option 2: No, please elaborate the reasons.
· Option 3: No, but it can be revised. Please provide the revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 

Issue 1-1-1
	Company
	Comments

	XXXT-Mobile USA
	Our understanding is that when a UE supporting PC2 falls back to PC3 there is currently no way to know if the UE will use 1 Tx or 2 Tx. If there is a problem with the gNB not knowing if the fallback from PC1.5 to PC2 uses 1 Tx or two Tx, it is also a problem for PC2 falling back to PC3. It is unclear to us what is supported in terms of ULFP when PC1.5 falls back to PC2 or PC3, or when  PC2 falls back to PC3.  

	Nokia(HU)
	Just for clarification, what we want to share is at least telling network if a UE supporting PC1.5 uses 1Tx or 2Tx during fallback mode via UE capability during initial access doesn’t help. Even if there is a huge performance difference between 1Tx and 2Tx e.g., in terms of A-MPR/MPR side conditions like outer/inner etc., conditions and values, if network cannot know the being used PC, there would be no measures to deal with such information even if reported. 

	Huawei
	We share similar understanding of the observations. No need to indicate single Tx or dual Tx for the fallback mode.

	CMCC
	

	Xiaomi
	Fine with the view that no need to indicate single Tx or 2Tx for the fall back mode.

	Vivo
	It is also believed that no need to indicate single/dual Tx for fall back mode.

	Ericsson
	The PC fallback behavior of the UE is not known to the NW.  In fallback there may be performance degradation due to signal cancellation in the 2TX case (single layer). 

	Apple
	We agree that with the current specification in case of power class fallback it is not clear whether single Tx or TxD is used by the UE. Due to this issue we proposed last meeting to have an UE indication to signal UE behavior to the network.
To Nokia: TS38.101-1 clearly specifies the UE behavior for power class fallback in clause 6.2.1 which is dependent on UE configuration from network. Would really be curious to know why the network does not know the PC being used. Are there any unknown factors?

	MediaTek
	Whether there’s PC fallback shall be transparent to network. It is UE implementation dependent and UE shall guarantee to pass emission requirements and the maximum output power it reported.


 
Issue 1-1-2
	Company
	Comments

	XXXT-Mobile USA
	Option 1, yes it is agreeable. The MPR relaxation in 6.2D.2-1 is only needed for architectures that require TxD (two Pas) to achieve PC2. 

	Nokia(HU)
	We support Option 1. Note that our understanding of the first text is “a UE indicates PC2 and UL MIMO without support of uplink full power transmission”

	Huawei
	Option 1 is ok for us

	CMCC
	We support option1.

	Xiaomi
	Fine with option 1

	vivo
	Option 2. For a UE indicate PC2 and UL MIMO for band and not TxD, most likely that the UE would equip a full power PA, but the UL-MIMO still need 2Tx to do transmission, and using the 2Tx MPR is still more appropriate. It is not appropriate to further restrict the UL-MIMO 2layer transmission to use 1Tx requirements, even if one full power PA is equipped.

	Ericsson
	We share the view of Nokia (including the FP mode observation).

	Apple
	Option 1 is fine. 
To correctly understand the concern from vivo: Is this about a scenario deploying 23dBm + 26dBm for PC2 UL MIMO?

	OPPO
	Option 2. In the approved WF R4-2202352 (WF on MPR for 26+23) it has already agreed that the 2T MPR apply.
[image: ]

	T-Mobile USA
	To Vivo: A PC3 UE uses the same MPR for single Tx and UL MIMO, and in LTE there was no relaxed MPR for PC2 UL MIMO. So, a PC2 UE with 2x26 dBm should have plenty of margin to use the single Tx PC2 MPR. Even 23+26 dBm architecture should be able to meet the single Tx MPR. 
To OPPO: Despite the previous agreement, we have heard from some vendors that 23+26 dBm PA can meet the single Tx MPR requirements for UL MIMO. It would be a shame to unnecessarily relax MPR for 26+26 dBm implementations since they cannot be distinguished from 23+26 dBm implementations. 
As a compromise, we would like to suggest that we could distinguish between a UE with 26+26 dBm and a UE with 23+26 dBm by whether it declares support for ULFP Mode 0 or not. We can provide a revised CR if thisway forward would be acceptable. 

	 Verizon
	Option 1
We have same question as Apple above.

	MediaTek
	Option 2. The first sentence is fine. Regarding the second sentence “if the UE indicates PC2 and UL MIMO for a band and not TxD, the requirements in 6.2.2-2 apply for UL MIMO operation”, share Vivo’s view that this means UE equipped with full power PA but still need a second PA that might only support PC3 thus 6.2D.2-1 still applies for PC2 UL MIMO



Issue 1-1-3
	Company
	Comments

	QualcommXXX
	Proposal is agreeable.  For PC1.5 UE implements 26 dBm PA hence it can meet “Table 6.2.2-2 Maximum power reduction (MPR) for power class 2” MPR

	T-Mobile USA
	Option 1: Yes it’s agreeable. A PC1.5 requirements are currently only specified for Txd, so a PC1.5 UE will have two 26 dBm Pas hence it can meet “Table 6.2.2-2 Maximum power reduction (MPR) for power class 2” MPR regardless of if it uses 1 Tx or 2 Tx for PC2

	Nokia(HU)
	We support Option 1. 

	Huawei
	Option 1 is ok for us

	CMCC
	We support option 1

	Skyworks
	Agree option 1 since 2PC2 Pas are available and 1TX PC2 MPR can be met in 1Tx or 2Tx operation

	vivo
	Option 1 is ok.

	Ericsson
	Option 1 is agreeable

	Apple
	With the understanding of PC1.5 using two PC2 amplifiers the option 1 is fine.

	OPPO
	Option 1 ok.

	Verizon
	Option 1

	MediaTek
	Option 3. Question for understanding, 
a. does UE report PC2 for the band again and the network power control switch to PC2 before power class fall back?
b. Can power class be changed dynamically for UE under a network?
We are quite confusing why there’s power class fall back needed since the MPR table only applies for maximum output power level. If required output power is lower than the allowed P_max, how to implement MPR/Pout is UE implementation and RAN4 does not need to specify anything. 



Issue 1-1-4
	Company
	Comments

	QualcommXXX
	Proposal is agreeable. This would ensure future compatibility of PC1.5. 

	T-Mobile USA
	Option 1: Yest it is agreeable. This would ensure future compatibility of PC1.5

	Nokia(HU)
	Option 3
We support the proposal 3, but it may be better to make sure that Rel-15 or Rel-16 PC1.5 Ues referring to version 17.7.0 of 38.101-1 onwards with release independent also shall indicate TxD.

	T-Mobile USA
	How about this: 
It is suggested that all Ues that support PC1.5 from Rel-15 onward indicate TxD, but it is mandatory that all Ues from version 11.7.0 of this specification onward indicate TxD if they support PC1.5.’
Please find a revision of R4-2214008 in the inbox. 

	Huawei
	Further clarification by Nokia is ok for us. We also need to make it clear what are the applicable requirements for PC1.5 UE indicating early implementation signaling. 

	CMCC
	The idea from T-Mobile is OK, but it seems a little bit weird for spec to say “suggested UE …indicate…”.  

	Xiaomi
	Support the proposal

	Skyworks
	We are fine with the revision

	vivo
	Option 1 or some further refinements based on the general principle, e.g. Nokia’s comments. It is believed that alignment of PC1.5 and TxD signaling would fix many potential inconsistencies, and also no more need to further define specific requirements for PC1.5.

	Ericsson
	Option 2. No, the NW is already aware that PC1.5 is implemented 2TX and there are legacy Ues in the field implemented before Rel-17 (not possible to refer to a particular version). TxD indication makes no difference. When 29 dBm PA implementations become available, RAN4 can define a new power class for 1TX e.g. PC1.5bis. 

	T-Mobile USA
	To Ericsson: We think it would be better to use the existing signalling, rather than to introduce a new power class in the future. We understand there may be some legacy UEs that don’t indicate TxD for PC1.5, but that is fine because for now there is only 2 Tx PC1.5 defined. If in the future Single Tx PC1.5 is defined, it is possible that most of the legacy PC1.5 UEs without TxD arhave been retired. 

	Nokia(HU)
	Ericsson has a point, but whichever way is taken, we need a new signaling if we strictly need to differentiate legacy PC1.5 UE, i.e., supporting TxD without TxD signaling and PC1.5 UE without TxD (of course, without TxD). Under this condition, the gain of the proposal would be specification simplification.

	Apple
	Generally, having mandatory signaling for PC1.5 with 2xPC2 is fine.

	OPPO
	Option 1 is ok, but if would like to write into spec then wording needs to be rethink about as CMCC commented mandatory xxx is weird in RAN4 spec.

	 Verizon
	We share the same views from both Nokia and Ericsson. We are open for new possible requirements for 1Tx PC1.5.  



Issue 1-1-5
	Company
	Comments

	XXXQualcomm
	Seems same as issue 1-1-3. We agree with this proposal. 
Edit: We also edited the CR TMO kindly provided with some modifications on where the changes are put. We also find it would better match the scope of the specifications if the mandatiory capability indication would be put in to ran2 specifications, and to do this there would need to be an LS. 
There seems to be also a problem in the modified MPR section, the n77 refers to the Table 6.2D.2-3 of 38.101-1 v17.3.0 but there is no such table in 17.3. Please see the correction in the end of the proposed CR. 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_104-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B104-e%5D%5B103%5D%20R17_Maintenance_part2/Round1/Rev_R4-2214008_CR_38101-1-h60_PC1.5_PC2_fallback_MPR_v02_QC.docx

	T-Mobile USA
	Option 1: Yest it is agreeable. 

	Nokia(HU)
	Option 3
We support the proposal 4, but more clarification would be needed, e.g., 
“When A UE that indicates PC1.5 and TxD for a given band is limited to PC2 by duty cycle or P-Max or other restrictions”
How can we interpret this “and”? If a UE that indicates PC1.5 but doesn’t indicate TxD capability, the UE is allowed to use relaxed MPR during PC2 state?
Perhaps, wouldn’t it better to clarify that a UE supporting PC1.5 for a given band shall support TxD somewhere in the spec, e.g., NOTE 5 in Table 6.2.1-1?  Or as written in a similar text under ULFPTx part of 6.2D.2, shouldn’t we make the applicability of 1Tx MPR regardless of TxD support? Note that the proposed text under ULFPTx part of 6.2D.2 doesn’t request TxD support

	T-Mobile USA
	To Nokia: Thanks for the comment. Since only dual Tx is defined for PC1.5 at this time, we could that in the current version of the spec TxD is implied when the UE supports PC1.5. So maybe:
When a UE that indicates PC1.5 and TxD for a given band TxD is implied in the current version of the spec. If a UE that indicates PC1.5 is limited to PC2 by duty cycle or P-Max or other restrictions, the MPR requirements in Table 6.2.2-2 apply.
Please find a revision in the inbox. 

	Huawei
	Option 1 is ok for us

	CMCC
	Option 1. 
Question to T-Mobile USA: “TxD is implied” means PC1.5 UE does not need to indicate TxD?

	Xiaomi
	Fine with option 1

	Skyworks
	Agree option 1 since 2PC2 Pas are available and 1TX PC2 MPR can be met in 1Tx or 2Tx operation

	Ericsson
	Option 1 is agreeable, but not obvious how to test the MOP in PC fallback since the behavior is up to UE implementation. By a U/D ratio >> 0.5?

	T-Mobile USA
	To CMCC: Yes, until 1 Tx PC1.5 is defined we think that the UE can imply that a UE that reports PC1.5 uses TxD. However, we would prefer to have PC1.5 UEs signal TxD so that in the future if single Tx PC1.5 requirements are defined TxD will allow the gNB to distinguish between 1 Tx PC1.5 and 2 Tx PC1.5. Of course, there may be some legacy PC1.5 UEs that don’t indicated TxD, but it won’t be the end of the world, and would probably not justify completely new signalling. We think it is better to use the existing signlling. 

	Nokia(HU)
	Perhaps, we just reuse “When A UE that indicates PC1.5 for a given band is limited to PC2 by duty cycle or P-Max or other rectictions, the MPR requirements in Table 6.2.2-2 apply” since whether TxD capability is indicated or not indicated doesn’t change the MPR applicability. If PC1.5 is supported, MPR is identified uniquely at least until PC1.5 with single Tx appears. 

	Apple
	Option 1 seems fine.
Agree with Qualcomm comment that RAN2 should define the mandatory TxD signalling.
Regarding the issue mentioned on n77: To me it appears that n78 and n79 have the same issue as they refer to non-existing table 6.2D.2-2 in v17.3.0. Just general question, might it be better to refer to current spec instead of an older version (v17.3.0) for Rel-17 and newer?

	OPPO
	Option 1.

	Verizon
	Option 1 is agreeable 



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

	R4-2211578
	CR: Update of TxD inband emissions

	
	Nokia(HU): It’s ok, but it’s better to use consistent wordings across the specification. It seems 38.101-1 uses “from both UE antenna connectors”, but proposed text uses “from both antenna connectors”.

	
	Huawei: Similar CR is also discussed in thread [101] for UL MIMO. For IBE, as it is not a single requirement, which also includes carrier leakage, image, we don’t think that the changes reflect all affected aspects.

	
	Rohde & Schwarz: @Nokia We are ok to make that update in a revision in the second round if the CR is agreeable.
@Huawei: We still think it is correct to adapt a summing approach for TxD IBE.  For the relative measurements included nothing will change (since sum of emissions will be compared to total UL power) and for other requirements which are absolute, the powers from both UE connectors need to be considered combined. 

OPPO: We are also thinking the impact of combining IBE from both connectors but define carrier leakage on each antenna connector. These two requirements are not separate, in the test need to be combined at the DC location and compare with the limits. Probably align the definition is needed. 

	R4-2212543
	Draft CR to update Pcmax tolerance for PC1.5
(Moderator’s NOTE: the similar Tdoc R4-2212542 for Rel-16 will be discussed in thread [101])

	
	Nokia(HU): we think R4-2212602 seems simpler and easier to understand than this CR.

	
	Huawei: Either this CR or 2602 is ok for us. Draft CR 2602 is simpler.

	
	Vivo: CR 2602 is slightly more preferred compared to this one.

	R4-2212602
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for TxD

	
	Qualcomm: Seems only one of  R4-2212543, R4-2212543 or R4-2212542 should be agreed.

	
	

	R4-2212773
	CR: Definition of PC1.5 and applicability of extensions of power-class parameters (RRC)

	
	Qualcomm: This CR adds TxD like requirements to general sections for Rel-17. In RAN4#104e meeting agreement was not to apply these changes to the Rel-17 since in Rel-17 TxD (section H) requirements apply for PC1.5. The reason for Rel-16 changes were the missing requirements for the undefined “dual TX” and PC1.5 but for Rel-17 these are not needed. Our view is that this CR is not needed  especially if proposal in issue 1-1-4 is agreed but would like to hear comments from others. 

	
	Huawei: We also think the CR for Rel-17 is not necessary. The cases for Rel-16 and Rel-17 spec are different and there is no ambiguity for the applicable requirements in terms of TxD for the Rel-17 specification.

	
	Vivo: This CR has brought some redundancy. A more attractive proposal is try to make PC1.5 use TxD signaling.

	
	Ericsson: we prefer to implement this mirror CR since PC1.5 is undefined in Rel-17 rather than mandating a TxD indication for PC1.5, see comment to 1-1-4.

	R4-2212809
	CR: Maintanenceefineance of NR TxD Tx requirements

	
	

	
	

	R4-2213331
	R17 Draft CR on correction of TxD Rx section numbers

	
	

	
	

	R4-2213382
	CR on TS 38.101-1 for transmitter power for Tx Diversity

	
	Vivo: We think the mapping between the 4 tables and 3 power classes are clear enough, considering there is extra table title for the tables, and no need to change on this part. This part of revision is unnecessary.  
The remaining part that remove the sum of power definition is ok. The deleted sentences are redundant.

	
	

	R4-2214008
	CR for 38.101-1: Corrections for PC2 MPR and PC1.5 fallback to PC2 MPR

	
	Huawei: No specific concern for the changes. Some spelling error for “rectictions” should be corrected.

	
	Apple: Thank you for the proposed CR. The reason for CR is to specify UE MPR in case of fallback from indicated power class to a lower one where the UE needs to apply the requirements of the lower power class. Instead of naming potential cases (e.g. P-Max) it is proposed to have a more general wording by referring to the power class rules from clause 6.2.1. Those those rules clearly define the applicable power class requirements with respect to duty cycle, P-Max and more. A revision is uploaded with according changes to the relevant clauses.



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
	Issue 1-1-1:
Some companies think the PC fallback behavior of the UE is not known to the NW. Other companies query why the network does not know the PC being used. Are there any unknown factors?
Some companies think No need to indicate single Tx or dual Tx for the fallback mode. But the others think it’s beneficial.
Working group views are diversity.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
 Further discuss this in the 2nd round.

Issue 1-1-2:
Option 1: T-Mobile USA, Nokia, Huawei, CMCC , Xiaomi, Ericsson, Apple, Verizon
Option 2: MediaTek, OPPO, Vivo
Recommendations for 2nd round:
 Further discuss the compromise proposed by T-Mobile USA in the 2nd round.

Issue 1-1-3:
Most of companies agree option 1. Only MediaTek has the following comment and question for understanding:
a. does UE report PC2 for the band again and the network power control switch to PC2 before power class fall back?
b. Can power class be changed dynamically for UE under a network?
why there’s power class fall back needed since the MPR table only applies for maximum output power level?
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Proponent can try to address MediaTek’s comment. If option 1 was confirmed by MediaTek, option 1 would be agreeable.

Issue 1-1-4:
Seems no agreements in this issue. The wording seems to be further improved and The legacy UEs issue was raised by companies. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss this in the 2nd round.

Issue 1-1-5:
Most companies are OK with this CR. But revision is needed to address companies’ comments.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Discuss the Revision of this CR in the 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  

	R4-2211578
	CR: Update of TxD inband emissions
Return to in 2nd round to address companies’ concerns.

	R4-2212543
	Draft CR to update Pcmax tolerance for PC1.5
(Moderator’s NOTE: the similar Tdoc R4-2212542 for Rel-16 will be discussed in thread [101])
To be not pursued, since companies think R4-2212602 seems simpler and easier

	R4-2212602
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for TxD
Agreeable

	R4-2212773
	CR: Definition of PC1.5 and applicability of extensions of power-class parameters (RRC)
Return to in 2nd round to address companies’ concerns.

	R4-2212809
	CR: Maintanenceefineance of NR TxD Tx requirements
Agreeable

	R4-2213331
	R17 Draft CR on correction of TxD Rx section numbers
Agreeable

	R4-2213382
	CR on TS 38.101-1 for transmitter power for Tx Diversity
To be Revised to address comments.

	R4-2214008
	CR for 38.101-1: Corrections for PC2 MPR and PC1.5 fallback to PC2 MPR
To be Revised to address comments.





Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)


Topic #2: 5.2.4.2/5.2.4.5 Other NR/LTE Wis and Rel-17 TEI – UE RF requirements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary

	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2211551
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: Like NS_55 for US, NS_57 was introduced only for the purpose of preventing Ues in IDLE/INACTIVE mode that do not support from camping on 3650-3980 MHz in n77.
Observation 2: The measure for Non-CA case may not be suitable for HO case and requires RAN2 spec changes.
Observation 3: Using CA_NS_01 in signalling (i.e., no NS-value is signalled) has smaller overhead than using CA_NS_57 (since those require signalling) and works in all cases (since NS_01, CA_NS_01 and CA_NC_NS_01 are defined for all band combinations)
Observation 4: There is no specific reason to defienefine CA_NS_57 and use it in terms of RAN4 UE RF perspective given that there is no A-MPR is required for n77 CA.
Proposal 1: For handovers on n77 and intra-band UL CA configuration with n77, always use CA_NS_01 as the value signalled for serving cell(s), i.e., CA_NS_57 is not necessary in CONNECTED mode and not necessary to be defined in RAN4 once RAN4 receives an LS from RAN2, which confirms that Alt 1 does not cause a problem.
Proposal 2: If RAN4 can agree with the above proposal without RAN2 LS, RAN4 should send an LS to RAN2 to confirm that the proposal, i.e., Alt 1 in Figure 1, does not cause any problems from RAN4 perspective.

	R4-2211554
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	AdditionalSpectrumEmission in NR CA for n77 in Canada

	R4-2211569
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	Proposal 1: Based on the evaluation, the new n30 SEM requirement with applying new A-MPR values in Table 6.2.3.14-2 can be met. Therefore, the square brackets in Table 6.2.3.14-2 can be removed as follows. 

	R4-2212367
	Apple
	CR for TS 38.101-1 Rel-17: Introducing missing UE coex requirements for CA_n7-n79

	R4-2212565
	ZTE Corporation
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on Output power dynamics

	R4-2212566
	ZTE Corporation
	CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Inter-band NR CADC Tx requirements including combinations of NR-U bands intra-band and inter-band CA UL configuration

	R4-2212567
	ZTE Corporation
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on UL MIMO MPR

	R4-2212605
	Xiaomi
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for intra-band contiguous CA with UL MIMO

	R4-2213225
	Nokia
	CR to 38.101-1 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations

	R4-2213227
	Nokia
	CR to 38.101-2 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations

	R4-2213323
	OPPO
	R17 Draft CR on modifiedMPRbehavior for FR2

	R4-2213329
	OPPO
	R17 FR1 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement

	R4-2213330
	OPPO
	R17 FR2 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement

	R4-2213597
	ZTE Corporation
	CR for TS 38.101-1 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous CA band combinations

	R4-2213598
	ZTE Corporation
	CR for TS 38.101-3 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous EN-DC band combinations

	R4-2213924
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Proposal on n41B and n41C NS_04 PC2 A-MPR for dualPA-Architecture case with two PC2 Pas: Specify NS_04 PC2 A-MPR for dualPA-Architecture based on Max(contiguous ULCA MPR, non-contiguous ULCA A-MPR) where:
· Contiguous UL CA MPR is based on Tables 6.2A.2.1-1a for contiguous allocations
· Contiguous UL CA MPR is based on Tables Table 6.2A.2.1-3 for contiguous allocations
· MPR/A-MPR regions checks as in sections 6.2A.3.1.1.1.1 and 6.2A.3.1.1.1.2 for contiguous and non-contiguous allocations respectively
· Non-contiguous ULCA A-MPR is based on curves in sections 6.2A.3.1.2.1.3 and 6.2A.3.1.2.1.4 for -25dBm/MHz and -13dBm/MHz AMPRIM3 respectively.

	R4-2212774
	Ericsson
	Amendments to requirements for n77 operations in Canada

	R4-2211605
	Skyworks Solutions Inc., Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to R17 38307 to add UL configurations for inter-band combinations and overlapping bands

	R4-2212723
	ZTE Corporation
	draft CR to TS38.101-3 DC_3A_n40A-n258A with 3UL

	R4-2214072
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Editorial clean-up




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 2-1: UL CA configuration issue for n77 in Canada
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: UL CA configuration issue for n77 in Canada
· Proposals: For handovers on n77 and intra-band UL CA configuration with n77, always use CA_NS_01 as the value signalled for serving cell(s), i.e., CA_NS_57 is not necessary in CONNECTED mode and not necessary to be defined in RAN4 once RAN4 receives an LS from RAN2, which confirms that Alt 1 does not cause a problem.
· Option 1: Agree, and send a LS to RAN2 (Nokia)
· Option 2: Disagree, please elaborate.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 2-2: A-MPR for NS_21 -– band n30
Issue 2-2-1: A-MPR for NS_21 -– band n30
· Proposals: The new n30 SEM requirement with applying new A-MPR values in Table 6.2.3.14-2 can be met. Therefore, the square brackets in Table 6.2.3.14-2 can be removed.
· Agree (Mediatek) 
· Disagree, please elaborate. 
· Recommended WF
· TBA. 
Sub-topic 2-3: CA_n41B and C PC2 NS_04 A-MPR
Issue 2-3-1: CA_n41B and C PC2 NS_04 A-MPR
Proposals: Specify NS_04 PC2 A-MPR for dualPA-Architecture based on Max(contiguous ULCA MPR, non-contiguous ULCA A-MPR) where:
· Contiguous UL CA MPR is based on Tables 6.2A.2.1-1a for contiguous allocations
· Contiguous UL CA MPR is based on Tables Table 6.2A.2.1-3 for contiguous allocations
· MPR/A-MPR regions checks as in sections 6.2A.3.1.1.1.1 and 6.2A.3.1.1.1.2 for contiguous and non-contiguous allocations respectively
· Non-contiguous ULCA A-MPR is based on curves in sections 6.2A.3.1.2.1.3 and 6.2A.3.1.2.1.4 for -25dBm/MHz and -13dBm/MHz AMPRIM3 respectively
· 
· Agree (Skyworks)
· Disagree, please elaborate. 
· Recommended WF
· TBA. 

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1: UL CA configuration issue for n77 in Canada
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia(HU)XXX
	Option 1

	Huawei
	Option 2, Handover issue is up to RAN2 experts. I don’t think RAN4 need to touch this aspect.

	MediaTek
	There is also discussion about  “Use of NS-values with intra-band UL CA” in RAN2. We will check status with RAN2 colleagues first and provide further specific comment later on. 

	Ericsson
	Option 2. 
The CA_NS_x value is not indicated in signaling, it is an internal RAN4 representation of the A-MPR allowed when identical NS_x values are configured/indicated to UL intra-band serving cells.
It is not necessary to define an CA_NS_55 value, but the mapping of the combination NS_01 on one cell and NS_57 on another should be mapped to CA_NS_01 in case this NS configuration will be allowed in the RRC specification. 

	AT&T
	Option 2. We do not believe that an LS is necessary. We think that the direction from RAN was clear to RAN2/RAN4 to resolve the UL CA configuration issue. 

	OPPO
	Proposal in general ok. And probably can use CA_NS_01 for the intra-band contiguous UL CA case, but it is still a little bit unclear how this is indicated in CA case as the ASE signaling is per CC. Does NW indicate in both PCC and SCC when it configures CA to UE and this CA_NS replace NS value in single CC, or only signal CA_NS in SCC?
Regarding whether CA_NS is signaled or not, at least from RAN4 spec it seems will be signaled as can be seen below.
[image: ]


 
Sub topic 2-2: A-MPR for NS_21 - band n30
	Company
	Comments

	XXXHuawei
	Agree to remove all the brackets.

	Apple
	Thank you for the proposal on NS_21. We agree that the brackets can be removed. 
It might also be considered to remove the brackets from “LCRB > [0.54]” and similar cases.


 
Sub topic 2-3: CA_n41B and C PC2 NS_04 A-MPR
	Company
	Comments

	XXXQualcomm
	Do we have class B contiguous CA with dualPA=1? I assumed dualPA is for class C only. 
Also CA_41B is not PC2 configuration according to the Table 6.2A.1.1-1. It is not even PC3.

	Skyworks
	We are fine to restrict to class C even if in this particular case with the same implementation the A-MPR is the same for class B and C. Anyhow are the proposed changes OK for class C?

	Huawei
	The proposed method sounds reasonable. Would like to check the details of the corresponding CR once submitted.

	Skyworks
	To Huawei, we do not have a CR for this meeting due to lack of time bandwidth but we will provide one for next meeting focusing on CA_n41C PC2 with Dual PA.



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

	R4-2211554
	CR: AdditionalSpectrumEmission in NR CA for n77 in Canada

	
	Qualcomm (GF):  Don’t agree.  The NS is broadcast throughout the cell including for initial attach, so limiting its applicability based on UE reported capability doesn’t seem to make sense.

	
	T-Mobile USA: To Qualcomm, I don’t think the intent is that the applicability is based on the UE reported capability, but that the capability shall be reported by UEs that support the frequency range in Canada. Maybe this would be better?
NOTE 10:	This NS value is applicable for cells in the range 3650-3980 MHz for UEs indicating extendedBand-n77-2 for operations in Canada. UEs that support 3650-3980 MHz in Canada shall indicate extendedBand-n77-2. This NS value does not indicate any additional spurious emission and maximum output power reduction requirements.
Ericsson: this CR is not agreeable.
AT&T: We share similar view as in topic [101]. We do not agree with attempting to add the reference to extendedBand-n77-2 in the table note. This requirement should be covered in the RAN2 specification since it is mandating capability signalling. We also agree that we need to see a final package from RAN2 and RAN4 to ensure that USA and Canada solutions are aligned.

	R4-2212774
	CR: Amendments to requirements for n77 operations in Canada

	
	Nokia(HU): we cannot agree with this. We still think that using the same NS value across cells during CA is better.

	
	Ericsson: we disagree with Nokia. Our view in RAN2 is that the NW should be able to configure the UE with an NS value for the Scell that is identical to that in system information. This means that the NS values for a UE configured with UL CA may exceptionally be different for intra-band cells. The applicable CA_NS value with different NS values should be specified (A-MPR not allowed).
Configuration of the same value (NS_01) by a NW should still be allowed, but this could lead to uncertain UE behavior since the NS value in the SI is different for some cells.
This CR depends on changes for 38.331 discussed by RAN2.

	
	AT&T: We share similar views as in topic [101]. We prefer not to remove the text “and maximum output power reduction” from NOTE 10. Even though “N/A” is shown in the A-MPR column, this text was meant to convey that additional RF conformance tests were not required since this NS value is used for barring purposes only. This is necessary to keep this case distinct from the NS_06 case. Maybe we can modify the table note as follows.
“NOTE 10:	This NS value is applicable for cells in the range 3650-3980 MHz for operations in Canada. This NS value does not indicate any additional unwanted spurious emission and maximum output power reduction requirements as this NS value is used for barring purposes only.”
We would also like to see similar text added to clauses 6.2A.3.1.1 and 6.2A.3.1.2.0 to make it very clear that additional RF conformance tests are not required for these cases when NS values have been used for barring purposes only.
Any final solution needs to ensure that USA and Canada solutions are aligned.

	R4-2212367
	CR for TS 38.101-1 Rel-17: Introducing missing UE coex requirements for CA_n7-n79

	
	

	
	

	R4-2212565
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on Output power dynamics
(Moderator’s note: mirror CR and it is not available)

	
	ZTE: This contribution is a cat A CR and cat F CR(R4-2212563) is in agenda 4.1.1 which is associated with 38.101-1(v15.18.0).

	
	

	R4-2212566
	CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Inter-band NR CADC Tx requirements including combinations of NR-U bands intra-band and inter-band CA UL configuration

	
	Huawei: all changes for shared spectrum should be put in clause 6.2F. Hence it is not preferred to have the change for clause 6.2B

	
	ZTE: Clause 6.2F is for NR-U  which only includes the content of single carrier, CA and UL-MIMO. The content of DC are all includes in clause with suffix B. Therefore, move the DC content associated with shared spectrum into clause 6.2F will have a greater impact on the specification structure, which is beyond the scope of CR. We should careful about the impacts on the specification structure. 

	R4-2212567
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on UL MIMO MPR

	
	Huawei: We are fine with the changes in the CR. It seems strange that this part in 17.6.0 is not aligned with 17.5.0, and the changes are aligned with the correct version in 17.5.0.

	
	

	R4-2212605
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for intra-band contiguous CA with UL MIMO

	
	Huawei: Pcmax,c part should not be changed, but we are fine to the changes for the Pumax part as well as the added tolerance in the table.
Xiaomi: Thanks Huawei for the comment, we got your point and we can revise this paper to remove the changes on Pcmax,c.

	
	Vivo: Pcmax,c part may also merit some discussion. However as long as no consensus, this part can be kept unchanged.

	R4-2213225
	CR to 38.101-1 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations

	
	

	
	

	R4-2213227
	CR to 38.101-2 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations
(Mirror CR)

	
	

	
	

	R4-2213323
	R17 Draft CR on modifiedMPRbehavior for FR2

	
	Nokia(HU): We cannot agree with this since if we suddenly remove this modifiedMPRbehavior now, network cannot distinguish UE with larger MPR (legacy UEs) and UE with smaller MPR, but without modifiedMPRbehavior.

	
	Huawei: Similar view with Nokia. The modified MPR bits should be kept as it is.
OPPO: To Nokia/HW, in release 17 there is only one MPR, thus mandatory to be supported, and NW can easily distinguish Rel-17 UE from earlier UE. For UE in Rel-16/15 if it doesn’t support the improved MPR then no modified MPR signaling. There is no ambiguity from NW side without modified MPR reported in Rel-17. Therefore, in our view it is redundant and should be removed.

	R4-2213329
	R17 FR1 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement

	
	Nokia(HU): Better to wait for the discussion in earlier releases.

	
	Qualcomm: Agree with Nokia. We have a workitem and dedicated agenda for this topic for Rel-17 and changes should be done controlled. Better to wait for the R17 signalling framework to be concluded. 
Huawei: The proposed wording is identical to the existing one, we don’t see ambiguity for the current specification.

	
	Vivo: The current wording is clear enough and also no problem for verification, it seems that this revision is unnecessary. Also should be aligned with earlier release in other threads.

	R4-2213330
	R17 FR2 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement

	
	Nokia(HU): Better to wait for the discussion in earlier releases.

	
	Qualcomm: Agree with Nokia. We have a workitem and dedicated agenda for this topic for Rel-17 and changes should be done controlled. Better to wait for the R17 signalling framework to be concluded.

	
	vivo:  Same to previous comments. Current wording is clear enough and no ambigulity, not necessary to revise.

	R4-2213597
	CR for TS 38.101-1 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous CA band combinations

	
	Xiaomi: Support the changes which could avoid confusion due to superscript is missing for one intra-band CA configuration.

	
	

	R4-2213598
	CR for TS 38.101-3 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous EN-DC band combinations

	
	Huawei: ‘An uplink CA configuration’ should be ‘An uplink DC configuration’.

	
	

	R4-2211605
	CR to R17 38307 to add UL configurations for inter-band combinations and overlapping bands

	
	

	
	

	R4-2212723
	draft CR to TS38.101-3 DC_3A_n40A-n258A with 3UL

	
	

	
	

	R4-2214072
	CR: Editorial clean-up

	
	

	
	



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
	Some companies don’t agree with this proposal. The discussion should be coordinated between RAN4 and RAN2 and among different threads.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss it in the 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#2-2
	The following proposal is agreeable.
Proposals: The square brackets in Table 6.2.3.14-2 can be removed.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No need to discuss in the 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#2-3
	The proposed method seems reasonable and can be only applied to bandwidth class C.
It’s recommended for proponent to bring a CR for further discussion in next meeting.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No need to discuss in the 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  

	R4-2211554
	CR: AdditionalSpectrumEmission in NR CA for n77 in Canada
Return to. Further consider the status in thread #103 and further discuss. If revision is needed can raise in 2nd round.

	R4-2212774
	CR: Amendments to requirements for n77 operations in Canada
Return to. Further consider the status in thread #103 and further discuss. If revision is needed can raise in 2nd round.

	R4-2212367
	CR for TS 38.101-1 Rel-17: Introducing missing UE coex requirements for CA_n7-n79
Agreeable

	R4-2212565
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on Output power dynamics
Return to. Waiting for the conclusion cat F CR(R4-2212563) in agenda 4.1.1
(Moderator’s note: mirror CR and it is not available)

	R4-2212566
	CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Inter-band NR CADC Tx requirements including combinations of NR-U bands intra-band and inter-band CA UL configuration
Return to. Further consider the status in thread #103 and further discuss. If revision is needed can raise in 2nd round.

	R4-2212567
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on UL MIMO MPR
Agreeable.

	R4-2212605
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for intra-band contiguous CA with UL MIMO
To be revised. Address companies’ comments.

	R4-2213225
	CR to 38.101-1 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations
Agreeable

	R4-2213227
	CR to 38.101-2 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations
(Mirror CR)
Agreeable

	R4-2213323
	R17 Draft CR on modifiedMPRbehavior for FR2
Return to. Further consider the status in thread #103 and further discuss. If revision is needed can raise in 2nd round.

	R4-2213329
	R17 FR1 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement
Return to. Further consider the status in thread #103 and further discuss. If revision is needed can raise in 2nd round.

	R4-2213330
	R17 FR2 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement
Return to. Further consider the status in thread #103 and further discuss. If revision is needed can raise in 2nd round.

	R4-2213597
	CR for TS 38.101-1 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous CA band combinations
Agreeable

	R4-2213598
	CR for TS 38.101-3 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous EN-DC band combinations
To be revised. Address companies’ comments.

	R4-2211605
	CR to R17 38307 to add UL configurations for inter-band combinations and overlapping bands
Agreeable

	R4-2212723
	draft CR to TS38.101-3 DC_3A_n40A-n258A with 3UL
Agreeable

	R4-2214072
	CR: Editorial clean-up
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”.


Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	
	WF on …
	YYY
	

	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	
	WF on PC2 MPR and PC1.5 fallback MPR
	T-Mobile USA
	To cover sub-topic 1-1 based on the 1st round discussion.



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	AI 5.2.1
	
	
	
	
	

	R4-2211578
	
	Update of TxD inband emissions
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Return to
	

	R4-2211828
	
	TxD and PC fallback
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2212543
	
	Draft CR to update Pcmax tolerance for PC1.5
	Anritsu Limited
	Not pursued
	

	R4-2212602
	
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for TxD
	Xiaomi
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212773
	
	Definition of PC1.5 and applicability of extensions of power-class parameters (RRC)
	Ericsson
	Return to
	

	R4-2212809
	
	Maintanence of NR TxD Tx requirements
	vivo
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2213331
	
	R17 Draft CR on correction of TxD Rx section numbers
	OPPO
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2213382
	
	CR on TS 38.101-1 for transmitter power for Tx Diversity
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	To be Revised
	

	R4-2214007
	
	PC2 MPR and PC1.5 fallback MPR
	T-Mobile USA
	Noted
	

	R4-2214008
	
	CR for 38.101-1: Corrections for PC2 MPR and PC1.5 fallback to PC2 MPR
	T-Mobile USA
	To be Revised
	

	AI 5.2.4.2
	
	
	
	
	

	R4-2211551
	
	UL CA configuration issue for n77 in Canada
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2211554
	
	AdditionalSpectrumEmission in NR CA for n77 in Canada
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Return to
	

	R4-2211569
	
	Discussion on A-MPR requirements for band n30
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	Noted
	

	R4-2212367
	
	CR for TS 38.101-1 Rel-17: Introducing missing UE coex requirements for CA_n7-n79
	Apple
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212565
	
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on Output power dynamics
	ZTE Corporation
	Return to.
	

	R4-2212566
	
	CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Inter-band NR CADC Tx requirements including combinations of NR-U bands intra-band and inter-band CA UL configuration
	ZTE Corporation
	Return to.
	

	R4-2212567
	
	Draft CR to TS38.101-1[R17] Corrections on UL MIMO MPR
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212605
	
	CR to 38.101-1: Corrections on Pcmax for intra-band contiguous CA with UL MIMO
	Xiaomi
	To be revised
	

	R4-2213225
	
	CR to 38.101-1 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations
	Nokia
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2213227
	
	CR to 38.101-2 Corrections to tables with wrong unit declarations
	Nokia
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2213323
	
	R17 Draft CR on modifiedMPRbehavior for FR2
	OPPO
	Return to.
	

	R4-2213329
	
	R17 FR1 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement
	OPPO
	Return to.
	

	R4-2213330
	
	R17 FR2 Draft CR on clarification of DC location with 3300 and 3301 in TSQ requirement
	OPPO
	Return to.
	

	R4-2213597
	
	CR for TS 38.101-1 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous CA band combinations
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2213598
	
	CR for TS 38.101-3 on corrections to MOP band edge relaxation for intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous EN-DC band combinations
	ZTE Corporation
	Return to.
	

	R4-2213924
	
	CA_n41B and C PC2 NSO4 A-MPR based on n41(2A) MPR
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Noted
	

	AI 5.2.4.5
	
	
	
	
	

	R4-2211605
	
	CR to R17 38307 to add UL configurations for inter-band combinations and overlapping bands
	Skyworks Solutions Inc., Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212723
	
	draft CR to TS38.101-3 DC_3A_n40A-n258A with 3UL
	ZTE Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2212774
	
	Amendments to requirements for n77 operations in Canada
	Ericsson
	Return to
	

	R4-2214072
	
	Editorial clean-up
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	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
	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: 
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2Tx MPR applies regardless of TxD indication by the UE.
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6.5A.2.3.1.1 Requirements for network signalling value "CA_NS_04"

[When "CA_NS_04" is indicated in the cellthe power of any UE emission shall not exceed the levels specified in Table
65A.2.3.1.1-1. For power class 2 intra-band contiguous carrier aggregation, the additional spectrum emission mask is
measured as the sum from both UE transmit antenna connectors when UE indicates support for dualPA-Architecture IE.





