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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.
This topic is for general and UE RF agendas of Rel-18 NR HST FR2 enhancement. In this meeting contributions cover following agendas:
· 5.13.3	RF requirement for simultaneous multi-panel operation for train roof-mounted FR2 high power devices	
The discussion will be focused on RF requirements for simultaneous multi-panel operation with following two sub-topics:
· Sub-topic 1-1: bi-directional deployment scenario (focus on requirements)
· Sub-topic 1-2: uni-directional deployment scenario (focus on feasibility)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Topic #1: RF requirement for simultaneous multi-panel operation
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2304480
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: based on the size and the cost of the HST, we can consider that two individual RF modules can be used to receive the RRH signals from two directions. Each RF module should be able to meet the current RF requirement for PC6.
Proposal 1: Extend the one-directional spherical coverage to bi-directional spherical coverage. We can consider using the same one-directional spherical coverage in both forward and backward directions for bi-directional scenarios.   
Observation 2: in order to deploy the uni-directional RRH pair, two RRHs need to be installed along the railway. The cost of such deployment may be doubled for the operator.
Observation 3: Based on the current studies of uni-directional scenarios in [2], the performance is not outstanding compared with the performance of bi-directional scenarios.  
Proposal 2: UE vendor and operator’s inputs are needed to continue the study of the uni-directional deployment.

	R4-2304631
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: If single AoA is transmitted to the UE, Rel-17 requirement could be reused for UEs supporting 2-panel reception.
Proposal 2: RAN4 to decide the interference mode assumption between mode 1 and mode 2.

	R4-2304831
	Samsung
	3.1 For bi-directional scenario:
Observation 1: following the baseline requirement concept in Multi-RX DL WI, there will be two variables to be determined as the 2AoA spherical coverage: YdBm and M% coverage
Proposal 1: Regarding M% coverage, FR2 PC6 devices are specific and the 2AoA coverage area should be exactly the same as that of legacy 1AoA area, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2.
Proposal 2: the starting point of YdBm value should also be the legacy 1AoA spherical coverage spec in dBm of PC6.
Proposal 3: it is proposed to adopt single angular separation value, i.e. 150° in theta of UE coordination.
Proposal 4: spherical coverage of HST devices is specified with UE coordination and no need to consider different UE orientations.
Proposal 5: it is proposed to only consider single AoA offset, i.e., not to consider both AoA+ offset and AoA- offset.
3.2 For uni-directional scenario:
Observation 2: the uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation requires ‘RRH paired’ deployment with 150m distance to the track on both sides.
Observation 3: the uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation requires upgrading the UE panel assumption from 2 panels to 4 panels.
Observation 4: new UE assumption with 4 panels still have worse performance under uni-directional scenario than that of bidirectional scenario.
Observation 5: coverage hole is expected within legacy coverage Area-1 and Area-2 for uni-directional scenario.
Observation 6: Testability issue also needs to be considered if requirements for uni-directional deployment scenario would be needed.



Open issues summary
Before Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic #1 bi-directional deployment scenario
Sub-topic description: feasibility was confirmed in RAN4#105 meeting. In RAN4#106 meeting, it was agreed to determine how to specify RF requirements for bi-directional scenario after Multi-RX DL WI has conclusion on 2AoA spherical coverage requirement concept. Now the requirement concept baseline has been agreed in R4-2303708, 
	Only verify the UE functionality (e.g., go or no-go) under two AoAs with a fixed DL power level. In other words, the UE can achieve EIS performance not worse than YdBm on the test point pair (corresponding to 2 AoAs) and the ratio of qualified test points over the whole sphere is M%.


Besides, there are many other agreements in R4-2303708 and the general requirement framework for Multi-RX has been initially established.
Accordingly detailed RF requirements for FR2 HST multi-panel operation in bi-directional scenario can be discussed.

Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-1: 2AoA spherical coverage area
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: Extend the one-directional spherical coverage to bi-directional spherical coverage. We can consider using the same one-directional spherical coverage in both forward and backward directions for bi-directional scenarios. (Nokia 4480)
· Proposal 2: Regarding M% coverage, FR2 PC6 devices are specific and the 2AoA coverage area should be exactly the same as that of legacy 1AoA area, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2. (Samsung 4831)
· Recommended WF
· Moderator: the meaning of above proposals is the same. Following WF is recommended
· 2AoA spherical coverage area for bi-directional scenario shall be exactly the same as that of legacy 1AoA spherical coverage area, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2.
· The concerned two AoA directions should be selected from different coverage areas, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2 respectively
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Support recommended WF

	Samsung
	Support recommended WF. 
Note that the 2nd bullet is previous agreement, captured here for integrity.

	Nokia
	Support recommended WF

	Huawei
	We are generally OK with the recommended WF, but it would be better to take the spherical coverage area and the DL power requirement as a pack.
Similar as the WF of issue 1-3, I would suggest to take the legacy 1 AoA spherical coverage area as the starting point rather than directly agreeing it in this meeting.


 
Issue 1-2: interference mode assumption
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: RAN4 to decide the interference mode assumption between mode 1 and mode 2. (Huawei 4631)
· Interference mode 1: only activate two RRHs
[image: ]
· Interference mode 2: all the RRHs (>2 RRHs) transmit two layers at the same time
[image: ]
· Recommended WF
· Moderator: Interference mode 1 aligns with Rel-17 FR2 HST assumption which is DPS (Dynamic Point Selction) scheme.
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	The description of the two models is not clear. Mode 1 specifies the number of active RRHs, but if the two active RRHs are transmitting two layers at the same time, it is the same as mode 2. We also don’t understand moderator’s recommendation: DPS has 1 AoA, but the discussion is on 2 AoA. 
Based on our understanding, only two RRHs are active, each with one TCI state on one layer (different from each other), by a proper TCI state switch implementation. We can’t have all RRHs active since there are at most two TCI state activated at the same time, and based on R17 agreement, SSBs from different RRHs can’t have the same index, and they are not supposed to share the same TCI state with a reasonable deployment. 

	Samsung
	Illustration figures are added under each interference mode above for convenience of discussion.
Clarification on DPS, in terms of RRHs in one side of UE, interference mode 2 is not aligned with DPS, but interference mode 1 is aligned with DPS.
We share similar view as Qualcomm that we can’t have all RRHs active in data transmission but at most two (each for one layer).  For RRHs in one side of UE, if the RRHs are sending the same PDSCH data simultaneously, the receiving time delay at UE side will be larger than CP and hence it does not work. 

	Nokia
	We can support recommended WF. It is reasonable that the gNB could monitor UE’s position when the train is moving at high speed. However, the assumption for the models needs to be explained, for example the speed of train, the doppler spectrum, the polarization, the angle of 2AoAs. More study is needed.
Regarding polarization and layers, we should consider one layer data stream from each RRH of the RRH pair by using the same polarization, the inter-beam interference has to be considered. This is also agreed in the Multi-Rx.
One question regarding the train parking in the train station scenario. There are many trains park or traveling at different speed at the train station at the same time. Can we assume those trains are  monitored? 

	Huawei
	OK with recommended WF if the general understanding is only one active RRH in one side of UE.
Some further clarification on mode 2: it’s similar as Rel-16 SFN mode. All the RRHs transmit Layer 0 to the left side with TCI state M, and Layer 1 to the right side with TCI state N. From UE point of view, only two TCI states are visible. While as Samsung has pointed out, in this case the PDSCH corresponds a certain TCI state is received by the UE from multiple paths and the time delay might be a problem. After double checking with demodulation group, I agree mode 2 doesn’t need to be considered at this stage.
To Nokia regarding the train station scenario: I think gNB is capable of monitoring a number of trains at the same time. This won’t be a problem.


 
Issue 1-3: DL power requirement for 2AoA spherical coverage
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: the starting point of YdBm value should also be the legacy 1AoA spherical coverage spec in dBm of PC6.
· Recommended WF
· Moderator observation:
· Above proposal is supposed agreeable as it aligns with Multi-RX WI. 
· If interference mode 1 can be agreed in Issue 1-2, the proposal is possible to be further converged from ‘starting point’ to ‘tentative agreement’ directly.
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	We consider it as a starting point, and do not see how interference model one can confirm YdBm directly.

	Samsung
	At least we support to use the legacy 1AoA spherical coverage spec in dBm of PC6 as starting point. To be further, interference mode 1 shows negligible interference, so we are supportive to directly reuse exactly the same value as legacy.  

	Nokia
	We agree to use the legacy requirement as the start point.

	Huawei
	If the spherical coverage range is taking the 1AoA requirement as starting point, we would propose to take “legacy requirement + MdB, M>=0” as the starting point for DL power level. Companies could provide further suggestion on value of M in next meeting based on simulation.


 
Issue 1-4: angular separation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: it is proposed to adopt single angular separation value, i.e. 150° in theta of UE coordination. (Samsung 4831)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Since the coverage area is based on different RRH height and the possible location of the train on the rail track w.r.t. the RRH, when we consider the two adjacent RRHs are with different heights and UE moves from one RRH and eventually gets to the next, we can have any combination of two points, one from each area. However, due to the area separation, the minimal separation is 105 degree. Therefore, core requirement should cover *any* angular separation when the two points are draw from the two areas, given that the separation of areas provides a large angle separation.
One the other hand, 150 degree angle separation can be considered as a test principle/assumption to simplify the test setup and procedure.

	Samsung
	The angular separation in theta between Area-1 and Area-2 is in the range of [120°, 180°], so the minimal separation 105° is out of legacy spherical coverage area.
We agree with Qualcomm that at least from test/verification point of view, we are supportive to use 150° angular separation.

	Nokia
	Agree to consider 150 degrees as the start point for simulation. However, we do not exclude other angles.

	Huawei
	Agree to consider 150 degrees as the start point for simulation.


 
Issue 1-5: UE orientation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: spherical coverage of HST devices is specified with UE coordination and no need to consider different UE orientations. (Samsung 4831)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	This should be covered in issue 1-1, since the recommended WF already stated that coverage area is the same as legacy, and therefore the coordinate should follow legacy, too.

	Samsung
	Agree with Qualcomm so the coordinate should follow legacy. Note that in Multi-RX WI, UE orientation is agreed as core requirement consideration aspects, that is the intention of this proposal.

	Nokia
	Agree that there is no need to consider UE orientation.

	Huawei 
	Agree that there is no need to consider UE orientation.


 
Issue 1-6: AoA+ offset and AoA- offset
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: it is proposed to only consider single AoA offset, i.e., not to consider both AoA+ offset and AoA- offset. (Samsung 4831)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	If the 2 AoA is defined by selecting one point from each area, AoA+ and AoA- notions are not relevant to the special 2 AoA setup.

	Samsung
	Note that in Multi-RX WI, AoA+ and AoA- are core requirement consideration aspects, that is the intention of this proposal. At least from test/verification point of view, we support this proposal.

	Nokia
	There is no need to consider AoA +offset and AoA -offset for HST RF module. The +AoA offset and -AoA offset method introduced in Multi-Rx WI means to remove the bias for PC3 UEs which is a very different scenario. 

	Huawei
	Agree there is no need to consider AoA +offset and AoA -offset.


 
Issue 1-7: fall back requirement (1AoA requirement for UE supporting 2AoA)
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: If single AoA is transmitted to the UE, Rel-17 requirement could be reused for UEs supporting 2-panel reception. (Huawei 4631)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	R17 already assumes 2 panel and one active for reception, we don’t need further agreement for this setup.

	Samsung
	An enhanced UE will definitely also satisfy the 1AoA requirement specified in Rel-17, we think it is consensus.

	Nokia
	All the antenna modules on top of HST should meet the 1AoA requirement (Rel-17). However, for 2AoA requirement (Rel-18), we need to consider the inter-beam interference before defining the requirement, which need FFS:

	Huawei
	OK with defer discussion on 1AoA before we conclude on 2AoA requirements.


 
Sub-topic #2 uni-directional deployment scenario
Sub-topic description Uni-directional scenario A was agreed not feasible in RAN4#105 meeting, feasibility of uni-directional scenario B is still kept open after two meeting cycles, and further discussion on feasibility is expected in this meeting.
	Scenario
	Ds (meter)
	Dmin (meter)
	Ds_offset (meter)

	A
	700
	10
	10

	B
	700
	150
	100



[image: ]
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 2-1: feasibility of uni-directional scenario
· Observations and Proposals
· Nokia paper R4-2304480
· Observation 2: in order to deploy the uni-directional RRH pair, two RRHs need to be installed along the railway. The cost of such deployment may be doubled for the operator.
· Observation 3: Based on the current studies of uni-directional scenarios in [R4-2300998], the performance is not outstanding compared with the performance of bi-directional scenarios.  
· Proposal 2: UE vendor and operator’s inputs are needed to continue the study of the uni-directional deployment.
· Samsung paper R4-2304831
· Observation 2: the uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation requires ‘RRH paired’ deployment with 150m distance to the track on both sides.
· Observation 3: the uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation requires upgrading the UE panel assumption from 2 panels to 4 panels.
· Observation 4: new UE assumption with 4 panels still have worse performance under uni-directional scenario than that of bidirectional scenario.
· Observation 5: coverage hole is expected within legacy coverage Area-1 and Area-2 for uni-directional scenario.
· Observation 6: Testability issue also needs to be considered if requirements for uni-directional deployment scenario would be needed.
· Recommended WF
· Comments to above observations and proposals are invited.
	Company
	Comments

	Verizon
	We shared the Observation 2 from Nokia and may need further to consider multi-panel operations in future releases for the Rmin=10M scenario. 
Although the existing result for the uni-directional scenario is not outstanding and another scenario (i.e., bi-directional) may not be in good performance for the Rmin=10M condition too, we support RAN4 to move forward and complete the bi-directional scenario in Rel-18.  

	QC
	We don’t see the need to continue uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel study. 

	Samsung
	Based on contributions on uni-directional scenario, we also think it is not necessary to continue the study in Rel-18. One the other hand, we also agree with Verizon comments that further study on uni-directional multi-panel operation in future release is not precluded, including both scenario A and scenario B.

	Nokia
	Thanks for the comments from Verizon. We can agree the comments from Samsung.


 
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Please comment in the tables under each issue in section 1.2 directly.
CRs/TPs comments collection
N.A.
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 
Issue 1-1
2AoA spherical coverage area
	Companies are generally okay with the recommended WF. One company consider this issue should be a package with DL power in issue 1-3. Given previous agreement “The concerned two AoA directions should be selected from different coverage areas, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2 respectively” implicitly indicates that the Area-1 and Area-2 are kept unchanged, from moderator point of view, it is suggested to follow the recommended WF while further discuss the DL power relaxation value on top of legacy requirements.
Tentative agreements:
· For 2AoA spherical coverage area for bi-directional scenario, take legacy 1AoA spherical coverage area as the starting point, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2.
· The concerned two AoA directions should be selected from different coverage areas, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2 respectively
· Further discuss the DL power relaxation value on top of legacy requirements
Candidate options: NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: discuss and refine above in WF

	Sub-topic #1 
Issue 1-2
interference mode assumption
	Tentative agreements: Interference mode 1 (only activate two RRHs)
Candidate options: NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: capture above in WF

	Sub-topic #1 
Issue 1-3
DL power requirement for 2AoA spherical coverage
	Discuss with Issue 1-1 together.
Tentative agreements: NA
Candidate options: NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: NA (see summary for Issue 1-1)

	Sub-topic #1 
Issue 1-4
angular separation
	Tentative agreements: As a starting point for simulation and verification, 150° angular separation in theta of UE coordination is adopted.
Candidate options: NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: discuss and refine above in WF

	Sub-topic #1 
Issue 1-5
UE orientation
	Tentative agreements: There is no need to consider different UE orientations when specifying requirements
Candidate options: NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: discuss and refine above in WF

	Sub-topic #1 
Issue 1-6
AoA+ offset and AoA- offset
	Tentative agreements:  There is no need to consider AoA+ offset and AoA– offset when specifying requirements
Candidate options: NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: discuss and refine above in WF

	Sub-topic #1 
Issue 1-7
fall back requirement (1AoA requirement for UE supporting 2AoA)
	Most companies consider that it is not necessary to further discuss this while proponent company prefer further discuss this issue after 2AoA requirements completion.
Tentative agreements: NA
Candidate options:NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: discuss in WF

	Sub-topic #2 
Issue 2-1: feasibility of uni-directional scenario

	All companies are okay to focus on bi-directional scenario in Rel-18 while keeping uni-directional scenario open for future release.
Tentative agreements:
· uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation is not pursued in Rel-18
· Study on uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation is not precluded in future releases, including both scenario A and scenario B.
Candidate options: NA
Recommendations for 2nd round: discuss and refine above in WF



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 
Comments will be collected in WF document discussion directly. Moderator will move comments table from WF to here at the end of 2nd round.

· Topic #1: RF requirement for simultaneous multi-panel operation
· Sub-topic #1 bi-directional deployment scenario
Issue 1-1: 2AoA spherical coverage area and DL power requirement
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: Extend the one-directional spherical coverage to bi-directional spherical coverage. We can consider using the same one-directional spherical coverage in both forward and backward directions for bi-directional scenarios. (Nokia 4480)
· Proposal 2: Regarding M% coverage, FR2 PC6 devices are specific and the 2AoA coverage area should be exactly the same as that of legacy 1AoA area, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2. (Samsung 4831)
· Proposal 3: the starting point of YdBm value should also be the legacy 1AoA spherical coverage spec in dBm of PC6. (Samsung 4831)
· Agreement
· For 2AoA spherical coverage area for bi-directional scenario, take legacy 1AoA spherical coverage area as the starting point, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2.
· The concerned two AoA directions should be selected from different coverage areas, i.e., Area-1 and Area-2 respectively
· Further discuss the DL power level requirements
· “legacy requirement + XdB, X>=0” as the starting point for DL power level

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


 
Issue 1-2: interference mode assumption
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: RAN4 to decide the interference mode assumption between mode 1 and mode 2. (Huawei 4631)
· Interference mode 1: only activate two RRHs transmitting two layers at the same time
· Interference mode 2: all the RRHs (>2 RRHs) transmit two layers at the same time
· Agreement
· Interference mode 1, i.e.,  at most two RRHs are transmitting at the same time on different layers.
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	We propose the following rephrasing:
At most two RRHs are transmitting at the same time on different layers.

	Moderator
	Thanks Qualcomm comments, it is adopted.

	
	

	
	


 
Issue 1-3: void (merged to Issue 1-1)
Issue 1-4: angular separation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: it is proposed to adopt single angular separation value, i.e. 150° in theta of UE coordination. (Samsung 4831)
· Agreement
· Cover all possible angular separations in core requirements as long as the two test points are from Area-1 and Area-2 respectively
· FFS if 150° angular separation in theta of UE coordination can be considered for test verification.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


 
Issue 1-5: UE orientation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: spherical coverage of HST devices is specified with UE coordination and no need to consider different UE orientations. (Samsung 4831)
· Agreement
· There is no need to consider different UE orientations when specifying requirements
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


 
Issue 1-6: AoA+ offset and AoA- offset
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: it is proposed to only consider single AoA offset, i.e., not to consider both AoA+ offset and AoA- offset. (Samsung 4831)
· Agreement
· There is no need to consider AoA+ offset and AoA– offset when specifying requirements
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


 
Issue 1-7: fall back requirement (1AoA requirement for UE supporting 2AoA)
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: If single AoA is transmitted to the UE, Rel-17 requirement could be reused for UEs supporting 2-panel reception. (Huawei 4631)
· Agreement
· Focus on 2AoA requirements firstly
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


 

· Sub-topic #2 uni-directional deployment scenario
Issue 2-1: feasibility of uni-directional scenario
· Observations and Proposals
· Nokia paper R4-2304480
· Observation 2: in order to deploy the uni-directional RRH pair, two RRHs need to be installed along the railway. The cost of such deployment may be doubled for the operator.
· Observation 3: Based on the current studies of uni-directional scenarios in [R4-2300998], the performance is not outstanding compared with the performance of bi-directional scenarios.  
· Proposal 2: UE vendor and operator’s inputs are needed to continue the study of the uni-directional deployment.
· Samsung paper R4-2304831
· Observation 2: the uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation requires ‘RRH paired’ deployment with 150m distance to the track on both sides.
· Observation 3: the uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation requires upgrading the UE panel assumption from 2 panels to 4 panels.
· Observation 4: new UE assumption with 4 panels still have worse performance under uni-directional scenario than that of bidirectional scenario.
· Observation 5: coverage hole is expected within legacy coverage Area-1 and Area-2 for uni-directional scenario.
· Observation 6: Testability issue also needs to be considered if requirements for uni-directional deployment scenario would be needed.
· Agreement
· uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation is not pursued in Rel-18
· Study on uni-directional simultaneous multi-panel operation is not precluded in future releases, including both scenario A and scenario B.

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	





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

	
	WF on NR FR2 HST UE RF
	Samsung
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2304480
	
	RF requirement for simultaneous multi-panel operation for train roof-mounted FR2 high power devices
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2304631
	
	On Multi-panel RF requirements for NR FR2 HST enhancement
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2304831
	
	Further discussion on feasibility and requirements for simultaneous multi-panel operation for FR2 HST
	Samsung
	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

	R4-2306606
	
	WF on NR FR2 HST UE RF
	Samsung
	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
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