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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA
It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	ZTE Corporation
	Wubin Zhou (Moderator)
	zhou.wubin@zte.com.cn

	Qualcomm
	Mustafa Emara
	memara@qti.qualcomm.com

	CMCC
	Ziwei Chen
	chenziwei@chinamobile.com

	Huawei
	Peng (Henry) Zhang
	zhangpeng169@huawei.com

	ZTE
	Fei Xue
	Xue.fei25@zte.com.cn

	CATT
	Huiping Shan
	shanhuiping@catt.cn

	Nokia
	Bartlomiej Golebiowski
	bartlomiej.golebiowski@nokia.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)
In RAN4 #104-e meeting, the WF for ATG BS RF requirements was agreed in R4-2214461. Meanwhile, the TR38.876 skeleton was approved in R4-2214912.
For the thread [104-bis-e][308] NR_ATG_BSRF, the main topics are about ATG BS RF requirements, which correspond to the contributions submitted in this e-meeting under agenda item 6.13.4.
Topic #1: ATG BS RF
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]R4-2215414
	CATT
	Title: General consideration on BS RF core requirements for ATG network for NR
Proposal 1: ATG BS class can be,
ATG Base Stations are characterized by requirements derived from ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE with typical vertical altitude range 9.5-12km.
Observation 1: To define BS type 1-C for ATG is acceptable.
Proposal 2: Follow HAPS approach to define ATG BS requirements.

	R4-2215508
	CMCC
	Title: ATG BS classes, types and requirements
Proposal 1: ATG BS class is defined with a BS to ATG UE typical vertical distance around 7~12km.
Observation 1: Considering the incompatibility of BS type 1-C with beamforming, its beam tracking capability does not apply to ATG.
Observation 2: While defining the BS type 1-H RF requirements, the BS type 1-C RF requirements are also defined.
Proposal 2: The BS types 1-H and 1-O are the first choice of ATG BS types, however, 1-C is not excluded.
Observation 3: ATG users need traffic with high throughput, the details are listed in the following table.
[image: ]
Proposal 3: 256 QAM should be supported at ATG gNB, and the same EVM requirements in TS 38.104 could be reused.

	R4-2216052
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Title: Discussion on ATG BS type
Observation 1: It is clearly stated in the WID that “Consider BS type 1-C/1-H/1-O and specify the requirements”.
Observation 2: Based on the current BS specification, the baseline is type 1-C, 1-H and 1-O.
Observation 3: Type 1-C can provide only wide beams, however, if it can meet the link budget for remote coverage, it is ok to use type 1-C as ATG BS. The mainstream type of ATG BS is 1-O and 1-H，however type 1-C should not be excluded.
Observation 4: From implementation point of view, type 1-C has the benefit of cost-effective and test simplification.
Observation 5: If type 1-C is excluded, ATG BS operating in n1 will be technical challenging.
Proposal 1: Consider BS type 1-C/1-H/1-O for ATG and specify the requirements as WID described.

	R4-2216053
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Title: TP for TR 38.876
[bookmark: _Toc24574]Including 3 subclauses: 7.2.1  ATG BS class and BS type, 7.2.2 Tx requirements and 7.2.3 Rx requirements, where:
   -- For 7.2.1: typical vertical altitude range [TBD km].Further discuss the typical vertical altitude range, and the BS type of ATG BS is 1-C, 1-H and 1-O which is based on 16052.
   -- For 7.2.2 and 7.2.3, the contents were basedon the WF R4-2214461.

	R4-2216400
	Ericsson
	Title: ATG BS requirements
Proposal 1	Confirm the following description for the ATG BS class: “ATG Base Stations are characterized by requirements derived from ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE with typical vertical altitude range [TBD km]”
Proposal 2	Consider adding a note after the class definition that ATG BS requirements are, unless otherwise stated, the same as WA BS requirements.
Proposal 3	1-H and 1-O (AAS) are sufficient for the ATG BS requirements
Proposal 4	Support 256QAM in the BS specification.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Proposal 5	RAN4 to double check whether it is good to remove the RX IM requirement, since then there is no requirement relating to receiver IIP3 performance.

	R4-2216540
	ZTE Corporation
	Further discussion on ATG BS RF requirements
Proposal 1: to preclude the BS type 1-C for ATG BS.
Proposal 2: to define the 256QAM for ATG BS with 3.5% EVM requirement.



Open issues summary
In terms of the WF R4-2214461 for ATG BS RF requirements, there were some following open issues:
1. Typical vertical altitude range [TBD km] for ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE 
2. Use BS type 1-H, 1-O as baseline. FFS for BS type I-C. 
3. FFS:256QAM
Sub-topic 1-1  Typical vertical altitude range
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19]Issue 1-1: Typical vertical altitude range [TBD km] for ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE 
· Proposals
· Option 1: 9.5-12km (CATT)
· Option 2: 7-12km (CMCC)
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Option 3: other, please specify
· Recommended WF
· TBA. Collect companies’ view in 1st round
[bookmark: OLE_LINK59][Moderator note]: In terms of the comments till now, the original two options could be converged to one, i.e. option 2. But meanwhile, much lower altitude range (i.e. 3km) was proposed by some companies. 
Therefore, moderator suggests to discuss the following two options:
·  Option 2: 7-12km (CMCC, CATT, Qualcomm, Huawei, ZTE, Nokia)
· Option 3: 3-12km (Ericsson, [Qualcomm], Nokia)
GTW discussion on Oct. 13:
Ericsson: Regulation allow WIFI usage over airplane with 3km above. It’s better to be aligned with regulation (Satellite vs 3GPP tech). We would like to see the technical justification whether 3km feasible or not based on co-existence study. 
CMCC: The altitude range corresponding to typical deployment ATG scenario. We would like to clarify the purpose on this?
Nokia: We have similar understanding as Ericsson, but also fine with option 2. 
Huawei: We prefer option 2, ATG only serve CPE over airplane during cruise altitude range which option 2 more suitable. 
QC: We have similar view as Huawei, ATG only serve CPE over airplane cruise. But for the altitude, we would like to further check the technical. 
ZTE: We can wait for the co-existence study. The ratio of 3km during whole flight route should be quite low. 
· Agreement:
· Typical vertical altitude as [3/7] -12 km 
· Further check the feasibility of supporting 3km based on co-existence study 

Sub-topic 1-2  ATG BS type 1-C
Issue 1-2: Whether or not to include BS type 1-C?
· Proposal: 
· Option 1: Yes (CATT, CMCC, Huawei) 
· Option 2: No (Ericsson, ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· TBA. Collect companies’ view in 1st round
[Moderator note]: In terms of the comments till now, majority companies are fine with Option 1, and it seems the proponents of Option 2 can also compromise to Option 1.
Recommended agreement:
· Include BS type 1-C

GTW discussion on Oct. 13:
ZTE: We are fine to include BS type 1-C but we don’t think this is not practical scenario for ATG deployment. And from co-existence study, we will not consider passive antenna assumption. The requirements shall be based on type 1-H and applied for 1-C if applicable.
Nokia: Our preference is not including type 1-C and fine consider if other companies see the demand.
Huawei: We support type 1-C to allow implementation flexible. 

· Agreement: Include BS type 1-C with the assumption that no additional work on co-existence study 

Sub-topic 1-3  256QAM
Issue 1-3-1: Whether or not to support 256QAM?
· Proposal: 
· Option 1: Yes (CMCC, Ericsson, ZTE) 
· Option 2: No, please provide reasons.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1.
Issue 1-3-2: EVM value for 256QAM
· Proposal: 
· Option 1: 3.5% (CMCC, ZTE) 
· Option 2: No, please provide reasons.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1.
[Moderator note]:  No objections till now. All companies agree with Option 1 for both issue 1-3-1 and issue 1-3-2 
Recommended agreement:
· 256QAM is supported and EVM value for 256QAM equals to 3.5%.

GTW discussion on Oct. 13:
· Agreement: 256QAM is supported and EVM value for 256QAM equals to 3.5%.

Sub-topic 1-4  Others
[bookmark: OLE_LINK10]Issue 1-4-1: Descriptions for the ATG BS class
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK8]Proposals in R4-2216400: 
· Proposal 1		Confirm the following description for the ATG BS class: “ATG Base Stations are characterized by requirements derived from ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE with typical vertical altitude range [TBD km]”
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK9]Proposal 2		Consider adding a note after the class definition that ATG BS requirements are, unless otherwise stated, the same as WA BS requirements. 
· Recommended WF
· TBA. Collect companies’ view in 1st round
[Moderator note]:  Till now, almost all companies are ok with the two proposals, but one company have some concerns on proposal 2, and need more clarifications to follow the HAPS approach. 
Moderator suggests to discuss:
Follow HAPS approach to define ATG BS requirements:
· Adding a note after the class definition that ATG BS requirements are, unless otherwise stated, the same as WA BS requirements. 

 Recommended agreement:
· ATG Base Stations are characterized by requirements derived from ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE with typical vertical altitude range [TBD km] 
(note: the [TBD km] should be updated based on consensus of issue 1-1)

GTW discussion on Oct. 13:
· Agreement:
· ATG Base Stations are characterized by requirements derived from ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE with typical vertical altitude range [TBD km]
· Note: Further refinement on the text proposal to TS related to altitude range not precluded

[bookmark: OLE_LINK7]Issue 1-4-2: Whether or not to remove Rx IM requirement?
· Proposal: 
· Option 1: Yes 
· Option 2: No, please provide reasons.
· Recommended WF
· TBA. Collect companies’ view in 1st round
[Moderator note]: The views are still diverse, to be discuss the following two options: 
·  Option 1: Yes  (CMCC, ZTE)
· Option 2: No (Ericsson, Huawei, CATT, Nokia, [Qualcomm])

GTW discussion on Oct. 13:
ZTE: We already agreement in previous meeting, no Rx IM requirements since no such surrounding BS close ATG BS.
Huawei: We agree with Ericsson to include Rx IM requirements to guarantee receiver linearity.
Ericsson: It’s useful to keep the requirements for receiver linearity. If introduced, the same requirements of WA BS class can be applied. 
CMCC: We should first consider the scenario whether ATG and TN BS will be co-located; if not this requirement shall be excluded. 
QC: QC support Ericsson proposal. 
CMCC: We have an assumption of 30 dB MCL between BS on existing requirements, for ATG not sure whether such assumption still valid or not.
Ericsson: IM requirements not co-location requirements, we have other aspects considered. 
ZTE: 30dB MCL is used for Tx IM, not for Rx IM. 

· Agreement: FFS whether Rx IM requirements needed or not; if introduced, baseline assumption is existing WA BS class requirements can be reused.

Issue 1-4-3: How to define ATG BS RF requirements?
· Proposal: 
· Option 1: Follow HAPS approach to define ATG BS requirements. (CATT) 
· Option 2: other, please specify
· Recommended WF
· TBA. Collect companies’ view in 1st round
[Moderator note]: Discuss together with issue 1-4-1

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK23]Issue 1-1: Typical vertical altitude range for ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm
	Ok with both options. We believe the vertical altitude should be tied to the envisaged use cases for ATG. To our understanding, the underlying assumption is ATG only serves the CPE in the cruise altitude. If ATG is planned to be also used in the taking off / landing phase, lower altitude is needed (e.g., 3km). RAN4 should agree on the value as it also impacts the simulation work. 

	Ericsson
	In our view, the range should align to the range we consider for the co-existence study. If co-existence works for altitude down to 3km, then we should state e.g. 3-10km. Otherwise, there is an implication that some other BS class would be needed for the intermediate heights (e.g. a different class to cover 3-7km…)

	Huawei
	Prefer to Option 2 (7-12km).The typical cruising altitude for commercial airliners is 9-12km; However, some aircraft on short-haul routes typically fly between 6- 9.6km, while aircraft on long-haul intercontinental routes typically fly between 8-12km.Taken together, Option 2 (7-12km) is applicable to a wider range.

	ZTE
	We are basically fine with options here, regarding the altitude down to 3km, we don’t think it’s necessary since we don’t expect to provide the serive during the landing or taking off period.

	CATT
	We proposed option 1 and are also ok with option 2.

	Ericsson
	Some more background regarding the altitude range, in our understanding regulation allows for in-flight WiFi to an altitude of 3000m. In R4-2216399 we provide 3 references to airline websites which state that the in-flight wifi (provided from satellite) is activated / deactivated at 10,000 ft (i.e. 3000m): KLM, China Southern, United. These are selected as 3 representative airlines from Europe, China and USA; other airlines are pretty similar. 
We don’t really understand why there would be a desire to imply in the BS class definition that 5G ATG can only provide service over a reduced range of altitudes compared to satellite WiFi.
The basic difference is whether the co-existence simulations take 3000m or something higher as a minimum altitude. We actually don’t envisage that the range 3000m to 7000m would make any difference to the end ACLR/ACS results. If it turns out that it does an the ACLR/aACS requirements for 3000m become too stringent, we would be fine to revisit a decision on minimum altitude.
At this stage though it seems rather arbitrary to limit te altitude range for ATG to be less than that stated to be used by airlines today fo Satellite WiFi in the 3GPP specifications.


	Nokia
	If we can agree that ATG CPE only shall be active in cruise altitude, we are fine with option 1 or 2. If the ATG CPE is envisioned active at lower altitude this need to be included to the co-existence study as also commented by Ericsson. Perhaps, a superset from 3-12km could be considered?


 
Issue 1-2: Whether or not to include BS type 1-C?
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK15]Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm
	We support to include BS type 1-C in order to be in alignment with the WID. We do understand the need to have beamforming gains in order to close the link budget, but that should not exclude the study of requirements for BS type 1-C. 

	CMCC
	Support option 1. Because type 1-C has the same conducted requirements with type 1-H, RF requirements of 1-C will not need additional work. Besides, it retains the possibility of ATG BS types in the future.

	Ericsson
	We don’t have a strong view, we can include 1-C if others prefer

	Huawei
	We are supportive for 1-C, it should be left to implementation.

	ZTE
	We still don’t see its necessity of BS type 1-C for ATG BS. In addition, it’s also not good reason to say that 

	CATT
	We’re ok to keep 1-C in spec.

	Nokia
	Our preference is option 2, but if there are strong preference to also include 1-C we can accept that.


 
Issue 1-3-1: Whether or not to support 256QAM?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm
	Support option 1

	CMCC
	Support option 1. Considering users in the aircraft need traffic with high throughput and the result of link budget, we think 256QAM should be supported.

	Ericsson
	Option 1

	Huawei
	Option 1

	ZTE
	Support option 1

	CATT
	Ok with option 1.

	Nokia
	Option 1



Issue 1-3-2: EVM value for 256QAM
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm 
	Support option 1

	CMCC
	Support option 1.

	Ericsson
	Option 1

	Huawei
	Option 1

	ZTE
	Support option 1

	CATT
	Option 1.

	Nokia 
	Option 1



Issue 1-4-1: Descriptions for the ATG BS class
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm
	Ok with options 1 and 2

	CMCC
	Support proposal 1 and proposal 2. According to WF in RAN4#104-e meeting, many ATG BS requirements will reuse the same requirement defined in TS 38.104 expect co-existence evaluation (e.g. ACLR, ACS), so we think it is fine to add notes after the class definition.

	Ericsson
	Both proposals are OK

	Huawei
	Agree with options 1 and 2

	ZTE
	Issue 1-4-1: Descriptions for the ATG BS class
Regarding the proposal 2, we would like to make the conclusion when all requirements for ATG BS is completed.
For the proposal 1, it make sense to us.

	CATT
	Ok with the directions of the two proposals.

	Nokia 
	We are fine with both proposals. 



Issue 1-4-2: Whether or not to remove Rx IM requirement?
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm
	No strong opinion. From deployment point of view, probability of having interfering UEs close to the BS ATG is low, but as E/// elaborated, having IMD requirements is necessary for setting requirements for the non-linearity of the ATG front-end. 

	CMCC
	This depends on the deployment of the ATG BS. If co-located scenario is not considered, we think Rx IM requirement could be removed.

	Ericsson
	The rationale behind not removing RX IM requirements is not deployment; it is that RX IM is the requirement that dimensions receiver linearity (i.e. IIP3). So without it then there is no 3GPP requirement that directly dimensions the receiver linearity.

	Huawei
	Ok with maintain Rx IM.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-4-2: Whether or not to remove Rx IM requirement?
We could understand the motivation from Ericsson,  however this could be left up to the implementation or internal specification for ATG BS,  just as mentioned by CMCC, there might be no such kind of high interfering signal surrounding to it.

	CATT
	Ok with keeping Rx IM.

	Nokia
	We prefer to keep RX IM requirements. 



[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Issue 1-4-3: How to define ATG BS RF requirements?
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Qualcomm
	Support option 1. 

	CMCC
	Support option 1. According to the agreement in RAN4#104-e meeting, we think it is fine to follow HAPS approach to define ATG BS requirements

	Ericsson
	We would like to clarify what exactly is meant with “Follow the Haps approach” ? is it basically the same as proposal 2 from issue 1-4-1 ?

	Huawei
	Ok with option 1.

	ZTE
	More clarity to follow the HAPS approach is needed.

	CATT
	To Ericsson, yes the same direction as the proposal 2 from issue 1-4-1.

	Nokia
	We are fine with this proposal, but the approach is already captured under Issue 1-4-1. 



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.
TP for TR 38.876
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2216053
	Huawei: the description about TAE needs to be aligned with the WF R4-2214461 .So a revision is needed.


	
	Nokia: We are not sure these “proposals” make sense to capture in the TR. Perhaps, better to capture what is agreed for the WI. 

	
	



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 

	Issue 1-1: Typical vertical altitude range for ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK26]Majority companies agreed with option 2, but meanwhile, some other companies proposed a much lower altitude range (i.e. 3km).
Therefore, moderator suggests to discuss the following two options in GTW discussion on Oct. 13
·  Option 2: 7-12km (CMCC, CATT, Qualcomm, Huawei, ZTE, Nokia)
· Option 3: 3-12km (Ericsson, [Qualcomm], Nokia)

The agreements after 1st GTW are:
· Agreement:
· Typical vertical altitude as [3/7] -12 km 
· Further check the feasibility of supporting 3km based on co-existence study 
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
- Capture the 1st GTW agreement in the WF, and continue to discuss in 2nd  round.

	Issue 1-2: Whether or not to include BS type 1-C?
	Majority companies are fine with Option 1, and it seems the proponents of Option 2 can also compromise to Option 1.
The agreements after 1st GTW are:
· Agreement: Include BS type 1-C with the assumption that no additional work on co-existence study 
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
- No need to discuss it in 2nd round. Capture the 1st GTW agreements in the WF.

	Issue 1-3-1: Whether or not to support 256QAM?

	No objections. All companies agree with Option 1 for both issue 1-3-1 and issue 1-3-2. 
The agreements after 1st GTW are:
· Agreement: 256QAM is supported and EVM value for 256QAM equals to 3.5%.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
- No need to discuss it in 2nd round. Capture the 1st GTW agreements in the WF.

	Issue 1-3-2: EVM value for 256QAM

	See above.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
- No need to discuss it in 2nd round. Capture the 1st GTW agreements in the WF.

	Issue 1-4-1: Descriptions for the ATG BS class

	Almost all companies are ok with the two proposals, but one company have some concerns on proposal 2, and need more clarifications to follow the HAPS approach.
The agreements after 1st GTW are:
· ATG Base Stations are characterized by requirements derived from ATG scenarios with a ground BS to air UE with typical vertical altitude range [TBD km]
· Note: Further refinement on the text proposal to TS related to altitude range not precluded

Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Follow HAPS approach to define ATG BS requirements:
· Adding a note after the class definition that ATG BS requirements are, unless otherwise stated, the same as WA BS requirements. 

Recommendations for 2nd round:
- Capture the 1st GTW agreements in the WF.
- Continue to discuss the candidate options above in 2nd round

	Issue 1-4-2: Whether or not to remove Rx IM requirement?

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]The views are still diverse, companies who support option 1 think it depends on the scenario whether ATG and TN BS will be co-located. I not, then this value could be removed; while companies who support option 2 think it should keep the requirements for receiver linearity, and if introduced, the same requirements of WA BS class can be applied. 
The views from companies are summarized below: 
to be discuss the following two options: 
·  Option 1: Yes  (CMCC, ZTE)
· Option 2: No (Ericsson, Huawei, CATT, Nokia, [Qualcomm])

The agreements after 1st GTW are:
· Agreement: FFS whether Rx IM requirements needed or not; if introduced, baseline assumption is existing WA BS class requirements can be reused.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
- Capture the 1st GTW agreements in the WF, and continue to discuss in 2nd round.

	Issue 1-4-3: How to define ATG BS RF requirements?

	From moderator’s view, this issue is somehow similar with the proposal 2 in issue 1-4-1, which is also commented by other companies.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
- Discuss together with issue 1-4-1




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)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.
WF on ATG BS RF requirements
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2217454: WF on ATG BS RF requirements

	Moderator note: No comments in 2nd round.
Company A:

	
	Company B: 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



TP for TR 38.876
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2217504
	Ericsson: We’re pretty fine with this text, but propose for the TP to TR to put [] around all of the text pending a decision on how to handle the lower end of the altitude range (as a reminder GTW decision that further refinement to the TP is not precluded). The text will anyhow have to be updated for the TBD in the future even if it is kept the same.

	
	Company B: 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



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

	
	WF on ATG BS RF requirements
	ZTE
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2215414
	
	General consideration on BS RF core requirements for ATG network for NR
	CATT
	Noted
	

	R4-2215508
	
	ATG BS classes, types and requirements
	CMCC
	Noted
	

	R4-2216052
	
	Discussion on ATG BS type
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2216053
	
	TP for TR 38.876
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	To be revised
	

	R4-2216400
	
	ATG BS requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2216540
	
	Further discussion on ATG BS RF requirements
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	



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

	R4-2217454
	
	WF on ATG BS RF requirements
	ZTE
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2216053
	R4-2217504
	TP for TR 38.876
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Agreeable
	



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
image1.emf
Observation  4 :   The   link budget   shows   256 QAM c loud be suppo rted by current  configuration   provided   by  vendor .  


