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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion 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

Background and scope
This T-doc will be used to guide and summarize the email discussion for the topic of Rel-16 NR HST BS demodulation requirements (AI 6.17.2.2), with the email thread identifier “[95e][322] NR_HST_Demod_BS”.
The scope of this email discussion are Rel-16 NR HST BS demodulation requirements, and in particular the agenda items:
6.17.2.2	BS demodulation requirements (38.104)
6.17.2.2.1	PUSCH requirements
6.17.2.2.2	PRACH requirements
6.17.2.2.3	UL timing adjustment requirements
In general, the 1st round of the email discussion mainly aims to collect the companies’ views on the open issues, while the 2nd round aims achieve consensus on remaining controversial issues.
In addition to this general split between round 1 and round 2, we aim to focus the following candidate targets:
List of candidate targets of email discussion for 1st week and 2nd week 
· 1st week: 
· Collect (updated) company views on all topics.
· Give feedback on Moderator proposed agreements.
· Align on ITU submission related specification cleaning way forward. See sub-topic 1-6.
· PUSCH
· Reach agreement on DFT-s-OFDM and manufacturer declaration.
· PRACH
· Decide if previous agreements need to be revisited and agree on manufacturer declaration.
· UL TA
· Reach agreement on scenario “X”, addition CBW/SCS, and progress on manufacturer declarations.
· 2nd week: 
· TBA.

Email discussion guidelines
Unless different guidance is received from the session chairs, the moderator would like to ask companies to adhere to the following guidelines, when taking part in [95e][322] NR_HST_Demod_BS.
Please also check the “RAN4#95-e E-meeting Arrangements and Guidelines”, available on the reflector, for fundamental guidelines and deadlines.
The preferred method of commenting is to add/update your company’s view directly in this email summary document (use change marks if appropriate) and upload it to the [95e][322] NR_HST_Demod_BS.
· Draft folder: 
	322
ftp://3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_95_e/Inbox/Drafts/322/
· It is expected delegates will download the latest version (including other companies’ versions) of the summary document, insert comments and upload it again.
To ensure the comments are captured timely and correctly, delegates are encouraged to:
· Rename the file by adding your company name.
Example: “Summary_322_1st round Rev1_CATT_Nok.docx”
· Send an email on the reflector informing that comments are made with new correct file name.
· Please check for possibly updated base document versions, right before uploading your updates.
· Company views can be updated, e.g., based on comments from other companies
· The revised comments should be easy to identify, for example, by marking them as “after seeing comments from …/ or intermediate proposal, our position/comment now is …”, while the initial comments remain unchanged in the template file.
· Asking direct questions to other companies is possible in their views, but often overlooked in the first round/week.
· Please do not hesitate to mark your company as supporting a certain option directly in this document.
Please refrain from rewriting existing options and proposed WFs; ask the moderator to modify/add.
· It is encouraged to give a short reasoning for each view expressed (1-2 sentences are recommended).
Please avoid statements like “Option X”, without further explication or reasoning.
· Moderator is trying to provide a new “cleaned” revision of the base document once a day. 
Example: “Summary_322_1st round Rev2.docx”
· Comments only received by email will merged into the summary document by the moderator on a best effort basis.



Topic #1: PUSCH requirements (6.17.2.2.1)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
This section contains T-docs with corresponding proposals and observations submitted to the agenda item “6.17.2.2.1 PUSCH requirements”, as well as, any PUSCH requirement related observations and proposals submitted to other agenda items.

Companies’ contributions summary
Ordering: 1st by agenda item, 2nd by Tdoc number.
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-20xxxxx
	Company A
	Proposal 1:
Observation 1:

	R4-2006254
(AI 6.17.2.2)
	CATT
	Moderator: Simulation summary.

	R4-2006266
	CATT
	PUSCH high speed support declaration
Proposal 1: To avoid the test redundancy and align with implicit test passing, it is proposed to declare category of supported maximum speed (Option 1).
· Option 1: 
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support).
Which tests need to be passed, if 500kph is declared, is discussed separately under “High speed implicit test passing”

	R4-2006267
	CATT
	PUSCH multi-path fading channel model
Observation: Multi-path fading channel is very rare in HST scenarios (open area or tunnel) (Option 1).
Proposal 1: Do not specify requirements for multi-path fading channel models with high Doppler values (Option 1).
· Option 1: Do not specify requirements for multi-path fading channel models with high Doppler values.

	R4-2006270
	CATT
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-1
PUSCH manufacturer declaration
	D.108
	Supported maximum speed
	Declaration of supported maximum speed (i.e. 350km/h, 500km/h) for PUSCH and UL timing adjustment for HST. 
	x
	x


 

	R4-2006271
	CATT
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-2
PUSCH manufacturer declaration
	D.109
	Supported maximum speed
	Declaration of supported maximum speed (i.e. 350km/h, 500km/h) for PUSCH and UL timing adjustment for HST. 
	c
	x
	n/a


 

	R4-2006769
	CMCC
	Multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value
Proposal 1: it is proposed to specify PUSCH requirements for multi-path fading channel with maximum doppler shift of 600Hz and 1200Hz for 15kHz SCS and 30kHz SCS, respectively.

	R4-2006052
(AI 6.17.2.2.1)
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	PUSCH implicit test passing applicability rule
Proposal 1: RAN4 to capture the following applicability rule in test specifications: “Unless otherwise stated, a BS that declares to support 500kph (see D.XXX in table 4.6-1), and passes the tests for 500kph, can also consider the tests for 350kph as passed.”
PUSCH high speed support declaration for HST
Observation 1: There are algorithmic differences between a BS deployed in “500kph only” scenarios and “350/500kph mixed” scenarios.
Proposal 2: RAN4 to allow the distinction between “500kph only” scenarios and “350/500kph mixed” scenarios in manufacturer declarations.
	D.10X
	PUSCH high speed train supported target speeds
	Declaration of the supported high speed train target speeds, i.e., not declared (no high speed train support), 350km/h, 500km/h, or 350km/h and 500km/h.
	x
	x


1T1R requirements for the tunnel scenario - Applicability rule
Proposal 3: RAN4 to allow foregoing testing for 1T1R, when 1T2R is tested. This to be captured in applicability rule by changing previous rule as follows:
“In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.”
1T1R requirements for the tunnel scenario - Configuration
Proposal 4: RAN4 to have requirements for both MCS2 and MCS16.
DFT-s-OFDM waveform
Observation 2: In high speed 70%TPUT requirements, dft-s-OFDM improves coverage by less than 0.4dB in MCS2 and loses coverage (within simulation uncertainty) for MCS16.
Proposal 5: RAN4 to not add dft-s-OFDM to minimum requirements, since coverage of re-farming LTE bands is not impacted.
Multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value
Observation 3: The highest proposed value (2400Hz) corresponds to 650kph@2.1GHz or 375kph@3.6GHz, which does not correspond to any categories considered up until now. Neither does the proposed lower value of 1200Hz.
Proposal 6: RAN4 to not consider multi-path fading channels under high Doppler value. The minimum test coverage is already achieved and senseful Doppler values would require extensive further studies.
Agreeing on SNR values
Proposal 7: Unless new simulation results are received, capture the SNR values summarized in R4-2005573 in the PUSCH CRs.
HST test setup figures and TTS
Observation 4: RAN4 should verify, if further HST PUSCH additions to “Measurement of performance requirements” (TT definitions in TS 38.131-1/2 appendix C.3) and “Measurement system set-up” for “performance requirements” (appendix D) are required; similar to R4-2003272.

	R4-2006053
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Moderator: CR TS 38.104

	R4-2006054
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Moderator: CR TS 38.104

	R4-2006258
	CATT
	Moderator: Simulation results
PUSCH Additional SCS/CBW
Proposal 1: add 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS, 10MHz CBW/30kHz SCS for PUSCH to simulation results summary.

	R4-2006265
	CATT
	1T1R for tunnel scenario for NR HST PUSCH
Proposal 1: The tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors. (Option 4)
· Option 4: Define test applicability rule in the section 8.1.2.0 of TS 38.141-1 as:
· “In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.”
Proposal 2: If 1T1R requirement is introduced, only have MCS 2 requirements (Option 1).
· Option 1: If 1T1R requirement is introduced, only have MCS 2 requirements.

	R4-2006268
	CATT
	DFT-s-OFDM for NR HST PUSCH
Proposal 1: Do not introduce PUSCH HST requirements for DFT-s-OFDM (Option 2).

	R4-2006323
	Samsung
	1T1R requirements for the tunnel scenario
Proposal 1: only MCS 2 requirement is preferred to introduce for 1T1R requirement.
Test applicability rule for 1T1R requirement
Proposal 2: Define test applicability rule in the section 8.1.2.0 of TS 38.141-1 as:
“In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.”
Other requirements - DFT-s-OFDM
Proposal 3: No HST PUSCH requirement with DFT-s-OFDM waveform.
Proposal 4: If agreed to introduce HST PUSCH requirement with DFT-s-OFDM waveform, only 500kph requirement is preferred to introduce.
Other requirements - fading channel environment
Proposal 5:  If agreed to introduce the related requirement, the high Doppler with 600Hz and 1200Hz for 15 KHz and 30 KHz SCS can be regarded as the starting point for the feasibility study with HST requirement with high Doppler
Initial results for fading channel
Observation 1:  The fading channel with high Doppler 600Hz is feasible for MCS2 with configured 3 DMRS symbols. 
Observation 2: The performance of MCS 16 under fading channel with large Doppler value suffers large degradation as Doppler increasing.
Observation 3: PUSCH with CP-OFDM waveform and DFT-s-OFDM waveform under fading channel high Doppler value have the similar results.
Proposal 6: If agreed to introduce PUSCH requirement with multi-path fading under high Doppler value, focus on the requirements with CP-OFDM waveform.

	R4-2006666
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Manufacturer declaration maximum supported speed for HST
[bookmark: _Hlk40726845]Proposal 1: Introduce a new declaration item (Option 1) shown in Table -1.
	D.108
	Maximum supported speed for High Speed Train
	Declaration of the maximum supported speed for High Speed Train scenarios. The declaration is chosen from the set {No HST support, 350 km/h, 500 km/h} and applicable to HST PUSCH, UL TA and HST PRACH. Speed(s) less than the declaration shall also be supported under this declaration.  
	x
	x


 
DFT-s-OFDM
Proposal 2: Focus on completion of Rel-16 performance requirements at this stage and do not introduce DFT-s-OFDM requirements for HST PUSCH (Option 2).
Multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value
Proposal 3: Multi-path fading in high speed train may lead to non-coherence within the same slot, therefore support of HST scenarios requires a non-multi-path fading deployment, and no requirement should be introduced for multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value (Option 1).

	R4-2006833
	Ericsson
	High speed support declaration for HST PUSCH
[bookmark: _Hlk40727347]Proposal 1: Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350km/h or 500km/h. Only the corresponding requirements are tested.
If 1T1R requirements is introduced: MCS configuration
Proposal 2: Agree with Option 2 that introduce MCS2 and MCS16 requirements for 1T1R.
DFT-s-OFDM waveform
Proposal 3: Do not introduce DFT-s-OFDM requirements for HST scenarios.
Multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value
Proposal 4: Do not introduce multi-path fading channel under high Doppler shift requirements to HST scenario.

	R4-2006836
	Ericsson
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-2

	R4-2006837
	Ericsson
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-2

	R4-2007182
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Declaration and applicability
Proposal 1: Allow to declare category of supported design target speed(s) from “no HST”, “HST for 350km/h”, “HST for 500km/h” or “HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h” and introduce the following declaration:
	Declaration identifier
	Declaration
	Description
	Applicability

	
	
	
	BS type 1-C
	BS type 1-H
	BS type 1-O

	D.1xx
	PUSCH for HST
	Declaration of the supported HST scenarios: no HST, HST for 350km/h, HST for 500km/h or HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h.
	x
	x
	x


 
Requirement for 1T1R
Proposal 2: Define test applicability rule in the section 8.1.2.0 of TS 38.141-1 as below: 
“In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.”
Proposal 3: Define MCS 2 and MCS16 requirements for 1T1R.
Requirement for DFT-s-OFDM
Proposal 4: Introduce PUSCH HST requirements for DFT-s-OFDM.
Proposal 5: The following configuration and applicability rule for DFT-s-OFDM are considered.
	Antenna configuration: Only 1T2R
	MCS: Only MCS2
	CBW and SCS: Only 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS and 10MHz CBW/ 30kHz SCS
	Velocity: Only 350km/h
	Applicability rule: 
		If BS that declare to support HST for DFT-s-OFDM, BS vendor can chose either DFT-s-OFDM or CP-OFDM for the test with 1T2R, MCS2, 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS or 10MHz CBW/30kHz SCS and 350km/h HST scenarios. (The number of tests is kept)
Requirement for Multi-path fading scenario
Observation 1: In NR UE HST, it was agreed to introduce PDSCH performance requirements for multi-path fading condition with 600Hz and 1200Hz Doppler frequency for 15kHz and 30kHz SCS, respectively.
Observation 2: In LTE HST, it was agreed to introduce multi-path fading channel as one of the high speed scenarios and to define ETU600 for PDSCH/PUSCH.
Proposal 6: Multi-path fading is a typical HST scenario.	
Proposal 7: Introduce PUSCH for multipath fading scenarios with Doppler frequency 600Hz for 15 kHz SCS and 1200Hz for 30 kHz SCS
Proposal 8:  Introduce new PUSCH requirements for multi-path fading conditions in non-HST PUSCH section.

	R4-2007183
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-1

	R4-2007184
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-1

	R4-2007231
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Applicability rules and declarations for PUSCH
Proposal 1: Option 1 can be applied for high speed support declaration for HST PUSCH.
· Option 1: 
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support).
Which tests need to be passed, if 500kph is declared, is discussed separately under “High speed implicit test passing”
Applicability rules for antenna configuration
Proposal 2: In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for either the minimum or the sub-minimum number of supported connectors, in addition to the maximum numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.
Performance requirements for DFT-s-OFDM
Proposal 3: Do not introduce PUSCH HST requirements for DFT-s-OFDM.
Performance requirements for fading channel
Proposal 4: Do not specify requirements for multi-path fading channel models with high Doppler values.

	R4-2007422
	Intel Corporation
	HST multi-path fading channel conditions
Observation #1: Practical channel estimation leads to small demodulation performance degradation compare to scenario with perfect channel estimation. Performance loss is limited by 1dB for at least up to MCS 17.
Proposal #1: Specify PUSCH requirements for multi-path fading channel with maximum doppler shift of 600Hz and 1200Hz for 15kHz SCS and 30kHz SCS respectively.

	R4-2007423
	Intel Corporation
	Moderator: Simulation results.

	R4-2008206
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: Simulation results.



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: 1T1R requirements
Sub-topic description:
In the last meeting (RAN4#94-e-Bis), it was agreed to introduce 1T1R requirements for the tunnel scenario, but the applicability rules, and some other configurations, are FFS:
	Configurations to be tested
· Introduce 1T1R requirements for the tunnel scenario
Previous applicability rule wording options (Informative):
· Option 3 : Define test applicability rule in the section 8.1.2.0 of TS 38.141-1 as:
· Unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest and highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.
· Option 4: Define test applicability rule in the section 8.1.2.0 of TS 38.141-1 as:
· “In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.”

Agreement 2nd round (online session)
RAN4 will introduce 1T1R for the tunnel scenario requirements only for conducted requirements, FFS for the test applicability rule
· Agreements from 1st round
· If 1T1R requirement is introduced: 1T1R requirement configuration
· Re-use the 1T2R requirement configuration.
· Slot allocation
· Only capture to use TDD pattern according to the previous WF agreement [R4-1915886]:
Reuse the existing TDD configurations.
15 kHz SCS: 3D1S1U, S=10D:2G:2U
30 kHz SCS: 7D1S2U, S=6D:4G:4U

· If 1T1R requirement is introduced: MCS configuration
· Option 1: If 1T1R requirement is introduced, only have MCS 2 requirements.
· Option 2: If 1T1R requirement is introduced, have MCS 2 and MCS16 requirements.
Proposed WF:
TBD after 1T1R introduction agreed. 
· If 1T1R requirement is introduced with OTA testing: 1T1R requirement configuration
Agreement 2nd round:
Do not introduce OTA testing.



This sub-topic will exclude the discussion on 1T1R applicability rules, which will be treated in the PUSCH applicability rules sub-topic. 

Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: 1T1R requirements for the tunnel scenario - MCS configuration
· Proposals
· Option 1 (CATT, Samsung): Only have MCS 2 requirements.
· Option 2 (DoCoMo, Ericsson, Nokia): Have MCS 2 and MCS16 requirements.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.



Sub-topic 1-2: Multi-path fading channel under high Doppler
Sub-topic description 
In RAN4#94-bis-e, the discussion on multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value was postponed until RAN4#95-e [2]:
	· Multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value
· Option 1: Do not specify requirements for multi-path fading channel models with high Doppler values.
· Option 2: Specify PUSCH requirements for multi-path fading channel with maximum doppler shift of 1200Hz and 2400Hz for 15kHz SCS and 30kHz SCS, respectively.
· [bookmark: _Hlk40719179]Option 3: Specify PUSCH requirements for multi-path fading channel with maximum doppler shift of 600Hz and 1200Hz for 15kHz SCS and 30kHz SCS, respectively.
Proposed WF:
FFS until next meeting.
· Is multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value a common scenario?
· Option 1: Multi-path fading channel is very rare in HST scenarios (open area or tunnel).
· Option 2: Fading channel is also typical condition in the real propagation under high speed.
Proposed WF:
FFS until next meeting.



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: Is multi-path fading channel under high Doppler value a common scenario?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (DoCoMo): Multi-path fading is a typical HST scenario.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.


Issue 1-2-2: Specification of multi-path fading channel under high Doppler
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE, Samsung?, CATT, Nokia): Do not specify requirements for multi-path fading channel models with high Doppler values.
· Option 2 (Intel, DoCoMo, Samsung?, CMCC): Specify PUSCH requirements for multi-path fading channel with maximum doppler shift of 600Hz and 1200Hz for 15kHz SCS and 30kHz SCS, respectively.
· Option 3 (Samsung): If agreed to introduce the related requirement, the high Doppler with 600Hz and 1200Hz for 15 kHz and 30 kHz SCS can be regarded as the starting point for the feasibility study with HST requirement with high Doppler.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.


Issue 1-2-3: Where to specify multi-path fading channel under high Doppler.
· Proposals
· Option 1 (DoCoMo): Introduce new PUSCH requirements for multi-path fading conditions in non-HST PUSCH section.
· Recommended WF
· Deprioritize discussion until inclusion of multi-path fading channel decided (see issue 1-2-2).


Issue 1-2-4: Waveform, if multi-path fading channel under high Doppler is specified.
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Samsung): Focus on the requirements with CP-OFDM waveform.
· Recommended WF
· Deprioritize discussion until inclusion of multi-path fading channel decided (see issue 1-2-2).



Sub-topic 1-3: DFT-s-OFDM waveform
Sub-topic description 
In RAN4#94-bis-e, it was not agreed whether to introduce DFT-s-OFDM or not:
	· Dft-s-OFDM waveform
· Option 1: Introduce PUSCH HST requirements for DFT-s-OFDM.
· Option 2: Do not introduce PUSCH HST requirements for DFT-s-OFDM
· Option 3: Define DFT-s-OFDM only for 350km/h scenario, 1T2R and minimum channel bandwidth
Proposed WF:
Discuss in next meeting.
Clarify how/if implicit test passing is still applicable.



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-3-1: Include requirements for DFT-s-OFDM waveform
· Proposals
· Option 1 (DoCoMo): Introduce PUSCH HST requirements for DFT-s-OFDM.
· Option 2 (Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE, Samsung, CATT, Nokia): Do not introduce PUSCH HST requirements for DFT-s-OFDM.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.
Explore if compromise to option 2 is possible.


Issue 1-3-2: If DFT-s-OFDM waveform is introduced, target speed.
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Samsung): Only 500kph requirement.
· Recommended WF
· Come back to this issue, once DFT-s-OFDM inclusion is decided (issue 1-3-1).


Issue 1-3-3: If DFT-s-OFDM waveform is introduced, configuration.
· Proposals
· Option 1 (DoCoMo): The following configuration and applicability rule for DFT-s-OFDM:
· Antenna configuration: Only 1T2R
· MCS: Only MCS2
· CBW and SCS: Only 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS and 10MHz CBW/ 30kHz SCS
· Velocity: Only 350km/h
· Applicability rule: 
· If BS that declare to support HST for DFT-s-OFDM, BS vendor can choose either DFT-s-OFDM or CP-OFDM for the test with 1T2R, MCS2, 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS or 10MHz CBW/30kHz SCS and 350km/h HST scenarios. (The number of tests is kept).
· Recommended WF
· Come back to this issue, once DFT-s-OFDM inclusion is decided (issue 1-3-1).



Sub-topic 1-4: PUSCH applicability rules
Sub-topic description 
In RAN4#94-bis-e, it was agreed to allow implicit test passing for PUSCH:
	· High speed implicit test passing
Agreement 2nd round (online session):
Allow implicit test passing.
A BS that declares to support 500kph, and passes the tests for 500kph, can also consider the tests for 350kph as passed.



This agreement now requires a corresponding applicability rule.

Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-4-1: PUSCH implicit test passing applicability rule
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): Capture the following applicability rule in test specifications: 
· “Unless otherwise stated, a BS that declares to support 500kph (see D.1XX in table 4.6-1), and passes the tests for 500kph, can also consider the tests for 350kph as passed.”
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.


Issue 1-4-2: PUSCH 1T1R applicability rule
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Huawei, DoCoMo, Samsung, CATT, Nokia): Allow foregoing testing for 1T1R, when 1T2R is tested. This to be captured in applicability rule by changing previous rule (in the section 8.1.2.0 of TS 38.141-1) as follows:
· “In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.”
· Recommended WF
· Proposed agreement:
Allow foregoing testing for 1T1R, when 1T2R is tested. This to be captured in applicability rule by changing previous rule (in the section 8.1.2.0 of TS 38.141-1) as follows:
“In high speed train requirements, unless otherwise stated, for a BS supporting different numbers of antenna connectors (for BS type 1-C) or TAB connectors (for BS type 1-H) (see D.37 in table 4.6-1), the tests with low MIMO correlation level shall apply only for the lowest number or two supported connectors, in addition to the highest numbers of supported connectors, and the specific connectors used for testing are based on manufacturer declaration.”



Sub-topic 1-5: Manufacturer declaration
Sub-topic description 
In RAN4#94-bis-e, it was not agreed what categories companies can declare to support, how such categories would impact the test applicability and what choices each category should offer:
	· High speed support declaration for HST PUSCH
· Option 1: 
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support).
Which tests need to be passed, if 500kph is declared, is discussed separately under “High speed implicit test passing”
· Option 2:
Declare category of supported design target speed(s). This can be 350 or 500 or 350&500kph (or no HST support). 
Only the corresponding requirements are tested (only 350&500kph tests both).
Proposed WF
Companies are encouraged to bring specific manufacturer declaration proposals in a form that could be included in the manufacturer declaration table, i.e., all declaration groups, all choices per group, and explanation of each choice.



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-5-1: PUSCH high speed support declaration for HST
· Proposals
· Option 1a (CATT): Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). Shared for PUSCH/UL TA.
	D.108
	Supported maximum speed
	Declaration of supported maximum speed (i.e. 350km/h, 500km/h) for PUSCH and UL timing adjustment for HST. 
	x
	x



· Option 1b (ZTE): Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). Shared for PUSCH/PRACH/UL TA.
	D.108
	Maximum supported speed for High Speed Train
	Declaration of the maximum supported speed for High Speed Train scenarios. The declaration is chosen from the set {No HST support, 350 km/h, 500 km/h} and applicable to HST PUSCH, UL TA and HST PRACH. Speed(s) less than the declaration shall also be supported under this declaration.  
	x
	x



· Option 1c (Ericsson, Huawei): Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350km/h or 500km/h. Only the corresponding requirements are tested.

· Option 2a (Nokia): Allow the distinction between “500kph only” scenarios and “350/500kph mixed” scenarios in manufacturer declarations:
	D.10X
	PUSCH high speed train supported target speeds
	Declaration of the supported high speed train target speeds, i.e., not declared (no high speed train support), 350km/h, 500km/h, or 350km/h and 500km/h.
	x
	x



· Option 2b (DoCoMo): Declare category of supported design target speed(s) from “no HST”, “HST for 350km/h”, “HST for 500km/h” or “HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h” and introduce the following declaration:
	D.1xx
	PUSCH for HST
	Declaration of the supported HST scenarios: no HST, HST for 350km/h, HST for 500km/h or HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h.
	x
	x
	x



· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.
· Companies are encouraged to give feedback on 
· Which of the two main options (350/500 vs. 350/500/350&500) they see the most advantageous solution and why?
· Which declaration wording option they see as best or propose new exact wording options.



Sub-topic 1-6: Specification writing
Sub-topic description 
With the PUSCH requirement organization and simulation contributions having become quite stable, RAN4 can go ahead and finalize the specifications.
However, it remains to verify the additional need for additions for HST in the measurement set-up and test tolerance definition.
Additionally, the cleaning of the specification TS 38.104 ahead of ITU submission, will have an impact on the HST PUSCH CR treatment in this meeting, as indicated in the following guidance provided by the RAN4 Chair (Steven) and Demod co-chair (Haijie) to the moderators of the relevant email discussions:
	From: Haijie Qiu <haijie.qiu@samsung.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 4:21 AM
To: 'Steven Chen' <steven.chen@futurewei.com>; Mueller, Axel (Nokia - FR/Paris-Saclay) <axel.mueller@nokia-bell-labs.com>; 'Johan Sköld' <johan.skold@ericsson.com>
Cc: zhangxiaoran@CHINAMOBILE.COM; andrey.chervyakov@intel.com; Angelow, Iwajlo (Nokia - US/Naperville) <iwajlo.angelow@nokia.com>; Kai-Erik.Sunell@etsi.org; 'Nicholas Pu' <nicholas.pu@ericsson.com>; 'Thomas Chapman' <thomas.chapman@ericsson.com>; 'Yang Shan' <yangshan@chinatelecom.cn>; 'Yuan Gao' <gaoyuan@catt.cn>; 'Kazuyoshi Uesaka' <kazuyoshi.uesaka@ericsson.com>; chuhsian@QTI.QUALCOMM.COM; 'Belov, Dmitry' <dmitry.belov@INTEL.COM>; 'Chervyakov, Andrey' <andrey.chervyakov@intel.com>
Subject: RE: ITU submission - Demod part in core specifications (36.101/36.104/38.104)

Hello All 
(I change the email title to be precise)

Many thanks for the discussion. As Steven pointed out, even ITU submission target for core requirements, it is still desirable we aim to clean the entire specification including performance part in TS 36.101/36.104 and 38.104.
Based on my initial review on t-doc submission, it’s hard to give a generic rules as some CRS aims to remove [ ] on requirements; some CRs modify requirements (still keep  [ ] ); some CRs add requirements with [ ] to replace TBD; also as Axel mentioned below there are different situations for different WIs.

Considering current stage, I would like to suggest “Technical endorse if CRs agreeable as requirements still TBD  in CRs and corresponding test CRs  if any”. To be more specific for each impacted topics areas/WIs (which already indicated in the file shared by Steven for email discussion assignment): 

· [95e][313] LTE_eMTC5_Demod: Suggest to technical endorse if CRs agreeable as requirements still TBD in CRs
· [95e][315] LTE_terr_bcast_Demod: Suggest to technical endorse if CRs agreeable as requirements still TBD in CRs
· [95e][322] NR_HST_Demod_BS: Suggest to technical endorse if CRs agreeable as requirements still TBD in CRs  for 38.104 including R4-2006053,R4-2007204 and corresponding 38.141-1,38.141-2 CR if any
· [95e][324] NR_perf_enh_Demod_BS: Suggest to technical endorse if CRs agreeable as requirements still TBD or with [ ] in CR  for 38.104 of  R4-2006251 and corresponding 38.141-1,38.141-2 CR if any
· For 38.104 clean-up CR: R4-2008100/2008099: suggest to treat the changes of performance part in email thread “  [95e][312] Demod_Maintenance” to check by demod experts  and avoid the duplicated changes with other demod CRs 
Hope above suggestion fine to everyone. 

BR, Haijie 





Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-6-1: Removal of TBD and []
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): Agreeing on SNR values.
Unless new simulation results are received, capture the SNR values summarized in R4-2005573 in the PUSCH CRs
· Option 2: (RAN4 chair and demod session chair): 
	Submitted TS 38.104 CRs could be technically endorsed.
	Submitted TS 38.141-1/2 CRs could be agreed.
	Try to resolve TBDs and [].
· Recommended WF
· Do not agree TS 38.104 CRs that introduce new TBDs or [], either postpone, or technically endorse, or change to no longer add new TBDs or [].
· Discuss, if [] can be removed and TBDs can be replaced in the draftCRs endorsed last meeting.
· Change all remaining [TBD] to TBD.
· Consider removing requirements with remaining TBD.
· For PUSCH in particular: Do not introduce minimum CBW requirements in CRs this meeting.


Issue 1-6-2: HST test setup figures and test tolerances
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): Verify if further HST PUSCH additions to “Measurement of performance requirements” (TT definitions in TS 38.131-1/2 appendix C.3) and “Measurement system set-up” for “performance requirements” (appendix D) are required; similar to R4-2003272.
· Recommended WF
· Test specification CR authors to verify the need for new measurement setup figures and TTs.
· Remark: LTE has re-used the measurement setup figure for PUSCH in PUSCH HST (TS 36.141 I.3.2) by adding “HST” to heading and caption, as well as adding a note.
LTE also added new PUSCH HST TTs (36.141 G.3).
· Other delegates to check, if the additions in the CR are technically correct and sufficient.



Sub-topic 1-7: Simulation summary management
Sub-topic description 
Following recent agreements, for example on additional SCS/CBW combination, the simulation summary collection needs to be updated
	Agreement 2nd round:
Keep previous agreement.
Add requirements for 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS, 10Mhz CBW/30kHz SCS for CP-OFDM with applicability rule as for Rel-15 (i.e., only largest CBW per SCS needs to be tested).




Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-7-1: Additional SCS/CBW combinations in the simulation summary
· Proposals
· Option 1 (CATT): Add 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS, 10MHz CBW/30kHz SCS for PUSCH to simulation results summary.
· Recommended WF
· Add 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS, 10MHz CBW/30kHz SCS for PUSCH to simulation results summary.



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

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


 
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

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006053
(Nokia)
	[Moderator]:
- Please observe the outcome of the chair guidance captured and discussed in sub-topic 1-6.
- Depending on sub-topic 1-6, consider adding new minimum CBW requirements and FRCs (see R4-2007183 and R4-2007184) and other changes.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006054
(Nokia)
	[Moderator]:
- Please observe the outcome of the chair guidance captured and discussed in sub-topic 1-6.
- Depending on sub-topic 1-6, consider adding new minimum CBW requirements and FRCs (see R4-2007183 and R4-2007184) and other changes.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006836
(Ericsson)
	[Moderator]:
- Depending on sub-topic 1-6, consider adding new minimum CBW requirements and FRCs. (See R4-2007183 and R4-2007184.)

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006837
(Ericsson)
	[Moderator]:
- Depending on sub-topic 1-6, consider adding new minimum CBW requirements and FRCs. (See R4-2007183 and R4-2007184.)

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007183
(DoCoMo)
	[Moderator]:
- Depending on sub-topic 1-6, consider removing new minimum CBW requirements and FRCs. (See R4-2007183 and R4-2007184.)

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007184
(DoCoMo)
	[Moderator]:
- Depending on sub-topic 1-6, consider removing new minimum CBW requirements and FRCs. (See R4-2007183 and R4-2007184.)

	
	Company B

	
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]
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
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:



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

	#1
	
	





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

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

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





Topic #2: PRACH requirements (6.17.2.2.2)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
This section contains T-docs with corresponding proposals and observations submitted to the agenda item “6.17.2.2.2 PRACH requirements”, as well as, any PRACH requirement related observations and proposals submitted to other agenda items.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-20xxxxx
	Company A
	Proposal 1:
Observation 1:

	R4-2006270
(AI 6.17.2.2)
	CATT
	Moderator: CR
PRACH
	D.109
	PRACH format for HST
	Declaration of restricted set type A and/or restricted set type B and/or A2 for high speed mode and/or B4 for high speed mode and/or C2 for high speed mode for HST PRACH.
	x
	x


 

	R4-2006271
	CATT
	Moderator: CR
PRACH
	D.110
	PRACH format for HST
	Declaration of restricted set type A and/or restricted set type B and/or A2 for high speed mode and/or B4 for high speed mode and/or C2 for high speed mode for HST PRACH.
	c
	x
	n/a


 

	R4-2006666
(AI 6.17.2.2.1)
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Manufacturer declaration maximum supported speed for HST
Proposal 1: Introduce a new declaration item (Option 1) shown in Table -1.
	D.108
	Maximum supported speed for High Speed Train
	Declaration of the maximum supported speed for High Speed Train scenarios. The declaration is chosen from the set {No HST support, 350 km/h, 500 km/h} and applicable to HST PUSCH, UL TA and HST PRACH. Speed(s) less than the declaration shall also be supported under this declaration.  
	x
	x


 

	R4-2006055
(AI 6.17.2.2.2)
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	High speed support declaration
Proposal 1: RAN4 to include the two new manufacturer declarations “PRACH high speed train long format support” and “PRACH high speed train short format support”, as detailed above.
	D.10X
	PRACH high speed train long format support
	Declaration of the supported long PRACH format restricted set configurations for high speed train categories, i.e., not declared (no high speed train support), restricted set type A, restricted set type B, or both.
	x
	x

	D.10X
	PRACH high speed train short format support
	Declaration of high speed train support for each supported short PRACH format. I.e., declare for each of the supported formats of the set {A2, B4, C2}, if high speed mode is supported.
	x
	x


 
TDLC300-100 propagation conditions for long preamble formats
Observation 1: Performance differences in LTE specifications are only due to the usage of different sequences and not different demodulation implementation performances.
Proposal 2: It is not necessary to repeat testing of TDLC300-100 FO=400Hz for restricted set long formats.
Agreeing on SNR values
Proposal 3: Unless new simulation results are received, capture the SNR values summarized in R4-2005573 in the PRACH CRs.
HST test setup figures and TTs
Observation 2: RAN4 should verify, if HST PRACH additions to “Measurement of performance requirements” (TT definitions in TS 38.131-1/2 appendix C.3) and “Measurement system set-up” for “performance requirements” (appendix D) are required; similar to R4-2003272.

	R4-2006667
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Multipath fading channel
Observation 1: Non-LOS propagation should be avoided in a high speed train scenario from performance aspect.
Observation 2: A multipath fading channel plus a fixed frequency offset is not a proper model on a radio propagation with parital LOS and partial fading channel. Some other model, e.g., a Rician channel model may be more applicable.
Proposal 1: There is no practical meaning to introduce requirements under TDLC300-100 plus 400Hz frequency offset for HST scenarios, thus such requirements should not be introduced before any further study.

	R4-2006834
	Ericsson
	Table organization of high-speed train requirement sections for PRACH 350kph in specifications
Observation 1: The purpose of including long format 0 restricted sets is to have a smooth transition from LTE to NR 
Proposal 1: Add format 0 in the table caption to clarify confusion and modify the agreement accordingly as “add new table for long format 0 restricted set type A/B”
High speed support declaration 350kph PRACH
Observation 2: A BS cannot declare support of 350kph short format PRACH. No remarkable performance degradation by employing PRACH short formats with 500kph HST is observed from previous simulation results, when comparing to the normal mode PRACH short formats. Note that the test configurations differ only in Doppler shift.
Proposal 2: Consider explicitly explaining format-speed mapping for PRACH HST.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to consider adding requirements of 350kph on short format PRACH with preliminary condition that, allow implicit test passing for short format 350kph when declaring support of short format PRACH HST.
Section organization of high-speed train requirements for PRACH in specifications
Observation 3: If the fading channels with 400Hz frequency offset were to be included (which we think is not reasonable), there will be confusion whether to include it in the new section or not, due to the wording of agreement.
Proposal 4: Delay the discussion on “Section organization of high-speed train requirements for PRACH in specifications” to after the fading cases are decided.
Multi-path fading channel test cases
Observation 4: No reasoning is provided to link multi-path fading with high speed scenario.
Proposal 5: There is no need for RAN4 to include multi-path fading test cases in PRACH HST.

	R4-2007185
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Propagation conditions for long preamble format
Proposal 1: RAN4 introduces TDLC300-100 for PRACH restricted set type A and B (Keep original agreement made in RAN4 #92bis).
Declaration for PRACH high speed support
Proposal 2: RAN4 introduces the following new declaration for PRACH high speed support:
	D.1xx
	High speed support for PRACH
	Declaration of high speed support for PRACH: restricted set type A, restricted set type B, format A2 for high speed, format B4 for high speed or/and format C2 for high speed.
	x
	x
	x


 

	R4-2007204
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: CR TS 38.104

	R4-2007205
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-1

	R4-2007206
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-2

	R4-2007207
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Propagation conditions for long preamble format
Proposal 1: Prefer not to define TDLC300-100 fading channel with frequency offset of 400Hz requirements for long preamble formats.



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: TDLC300-100 propagation conditions for long preamble formats
Sub-topic description:
In RAN4#94-bis-e, no conclusion was reached with respect to testing TDLC300-100 FO=400Hz with restricted sets:
	· TDLC300-100 propagation conditions for long preamble formats
· Option 1: Do not to introduce TDLC300-100 fading channel with frequency offset of 400Hz requirements for long preamble formats for HST requirements.
· Option 2: Introduce TDLC300-100 fading channel with frequency offset of 400Hz requirements for long preamble formats for HST requirements.



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: TDLC300-100 propagation conditions for long preamble formats
· Proposals
· Option 1 (ZTE): Do not to introduce TDLC300-100 fading channel with frequency offset of 400Hz requirements for long preamble formats for HST requirements, before any further study.
· Option 2 (Huawei, Ericsson, Nokia): Do not to introduce TDLC300-100 fading channel with frequency offset of 400Hz requirements for long preamble formats for HST requirements.
· Option 3 (DoCoMo): Introduce TDLC300-100 for PRACH restricted set type A and B.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.
Please give feedback on how strong the respective request is.



Sub-topic 2-2: Manufacturer declaration
Sub-topic description:
In RAN4#94-bis-e, it was agreed to declare high speed support based on restricted set support in long formats and based on high speed mode for short format (instead of declaration by target speed):
	· High speed support declaration for HST PRACH - speed or feature based
· Allow BS to declare support for HST including [restricted set type A] and/or [restricted set type B] and/or [A2 for high speed mode] and/or [B4 for high speed mode] and/or [C2 for high speed mode] 



It now remains to define the specific manufacturer declaration categories and clarify the corresponding testing.

Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: PRACH high speed support declaration for HST
· Proposals
· Option 1a (CATT): One declaration table entry for short and long format
	D.109
	PRACH format for HST
	Declaration of restricted set type A and/or restricted set type B and/or A2 for high speed mode and/or B4 for high speed mode and/or C2 for high speed mode for HST PRACH.
	x
	x



· Option 1b (DoCoMo): One declaration table entry for short and long format
	D.1xx
	High speed support for PRACH
	Declaration of high speed support for PRACH: restricted set type A, restricted set type B, format A2 for high speed, format B4 for high speed or/and format C2 for high speed.
	x
	x
	x



· Option 2 (Nokia): Include the two new manufacturer declarations “PRACH high speed train long format support” and “PRACH high speed train short format support”,
	D.10X
	PRACH high speed train long format support
	Declaration of the supported long PRACH format restricted set configurations for high speed train categories, i.e., not declared (no high speed train support), restricted set type A, restricted set type B, or both.
	x
	x

	D.10X
	PRACH high speed train short format support
	Declaration of high speed train support for each supported short PRACH format. I.e., declare for each of the supported formats of the set {A2, B4, C2}, if high speed mode is supported.
	x
	x



· Option 3 (ZTE): Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). Shared for PUSCH/PRACH/UL TA.
	D.108
	Maximum supported speed for High Speed Train
	Declaration of the maximum supported speed for High Speed Train scenarios. The declaration is chosen from the set {No HST support, 350 km/h, 500 km/h} and applicable to HST PUSCH, UL TA and HST PRACH. Speed(s) less than the declaration shall also be supported under this declaration.  
	x
	x



· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.
· Companies are encouraged to give feedback on 
· Which of the three main options (long&short vs. long/short vs. PUSCH&PRACH&ULTA) they see the most advantageous solution and why?
· Which declaration wording option they see as best or propose new exact wording options.



Sub-topic 2-3: Revisiting of previous agreements
Sub-topic description 
One company raised several requests for clarification of some of the previous PRACH agreements.

Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-3-1: Table organization of high-speed train requirement sections for PRACH 350kph in specifications
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson): Add format 0 in the table caption to clarify confusion and modify the agreement accordingly as “add new table for long format 0 restricted set type A/B”.
· Option 2: Keep previous agreement:
· Add new table for long format restricted set type A.
Add new table for long format restricted set type B.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.


Issue 2-3-2: High speed support declaration 350kph PRACH - Explicit format-speed mapping
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson): Explicitly explain format-speed mapping for PRACH HST in specification.
· Option 2: Explicit explanation of format-speed mapping for PRACH HST in specification is not required.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.


Issue 2-3-3: High speed support declaration 350kph PRACH - 350kph short format requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson): Add requirements of 350kph on short format PRACH with preliminary condition that, allow implicit test passing for short format 350kph when declaring support of short format PRACH HST.
· Option 2: Keep previous agreement:
· No implicit test passing.
A BS claiming to support 350kph must test all the requirements of 350kph, even if it has passed the tests for 500kph.
· For 350km/h velocity, use PRACH format 0
For 500km/h velocity, use PRACH format A2/B4/C2
· FFS if PRACH format 0 shall be used.
· For 500km/h velocity, no extra requirements for PRACH format 0.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.


Issue 2-3-4: Section organization of high-speed train requirements for PRACH in specifications
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson): Delay the discussion on “Section organization of high-speed train requirements for PRACH in specifications” to after the fading cases are decided.
· Option 2: Keep previous agreement:
· New section for requirements specified with frequency offset >=625Hz.
Example, 8.4.2.3 Minimum requirements for high speed train
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.



Sub-topic 2-4: Specification writing
Sub-topic description 
With the PRACH requirement organization and simulation contributions having become quite stable, RAN4 can go ahead and finalize the specifications.
However, it remains to verify the additional need for additions for HST in the measurement set-up and test tolerance definition.
Additionally, the cleaning of the specification TS 38.104 ahead of ITU submission, will have an impact on the HST PRACH CR treatment in this meeting, as indicated in the following guidance provided by the RAN4 Chair (Steven) and Demod co-chair (Haijie) to the moderators of the relevant email discussions:
[See email in sub-topic 1-6.]

Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-4-1: Removal of TBD and []
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): Agreeing on SNR values.
Unless new simulation results are received, capture the SNR values summarized in R4-2005573 in the PRACH CRs
· Option 2: (RAN4 chair and demod session chair): 
	Submitted TS 38.104 CRs could be technically endorsed.
	Submitted TS 38.141-1/2 CRs could be agreed.
	Try to resolve TBDs and [].
· Recommended WF
· Do not agree TS 38.104 CRs that introduce new TBDs or [], either postpone, or technically endorse, or change to no longer add new TBDs or [].
· Discuss, if [] can be removed and TBDs can be replaced in the draftCRs endorsed last meeting.
· Change all remaining [TBD] to TBD.
· Consider removing requirements with remaining TBD.
· For PUSCH in particular: Do not introduce minimum CBW requirements in CRs this meeting.


Issue 2-4-2: HST test setup figures and test tolerances
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): Verify if further HST PUSCH additions to “Measurement of performance requirements” (TT definitions in TS 38.131-1/2 appendix C.3) and “Measurement system set-up” for “performance requirements” (appendix D) are required; similar to R4-2003272.
· Recommended WF
· Test specification CR authors to verify the need for new measurement setup figures and TTs.
· Remark: LTE has re-used the measurement setup figure for PRACH  in PRACH HST (TS 36.141 I.3.2) by adding “HST” to heading and caption, as well as adding a note. 
Please work together with the PUSCH test specification CR authors.
LTE also added new PRACH HST TTs (36.141 G.3).
· Other delegates to check, if the additions in the CR are technically correct and sufficient.



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

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


 
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

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007204
(Huawei)
	[Moderator]:
- Please observe the outcome of the chair guidance captured and discussed in sub-topic 2-4.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007204
(Huawei)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2007206
(Huawei)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	




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

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:



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

	#1
	
	





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

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



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

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

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





Topic #3: UL timing adjustment requirements (6.17.2.2.3)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
This section contains T-docs with corresponding proposals and observations submitted to the agenda item “6.17.2.2.3 UL timing adjustment requirements”, as well as, any UL timing adjustment requirement related observations and proposals submitted to other agenda items.

Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-20xxxxx
	Company A
	Proposal 1:
Observation 1:

	R4-2006266
	CATT
	PUSCH UL TA
Proposal 2: For PUSCH UL TA, it is proposed to declare category of supported maximum speed (Option 1). 
· Option 1: If 500kph UL TA scenarios are defined,
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support).
If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.
Proposal 3: No declaration for scenario X is needed (Same approach as LTE) (Option 3)
· Option 3: No declaration for scenario X is needed. (Same approach as LTE).
Proposal 4: If UL TA and PUSCH high speed declaration possibilities match, then they should be shared between PUSCH UL TA and PUSCH HST (Option 2).
· Option 2: If UL TA and PUSCH high speed declaration possibilities match, then they should be shared between PUSCH UL TA and PUSCH HST.

	R4-2006267
	CATT
	UL TA
Proposal 2: Do not specify scenario “X” (Option 3).
Option 3: Do not specify scenario “X”.

	R4-2006270
	CATT
	Moderator: CR
PUSCH UL TA
	D.108
	Supported maximum speed
	Declaration of supported maximum speed (i.e. 350km/h, 500km/h) for PUSCH and UL timing adjustment for HST. 
	x
	x


 

	R4-2006271
	CATT
	Moderator: CR
PUSCH UL TA
	D.109
	Supported maximum speed
	Declaration of supported maximum speed (i.e. 350km/h, 500km/h) for PUSCH and UL timing adjustment for HST. 
	c
	x
	n/a


 

	R4-2006769
	CMCC
	UL TA additional scenario “X”
Proposal 2: for UL timing adjustment, it is proposed to specify requirements for scenario X, and no declaration for scenario X is needed.

	R4-2006666
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Manufacturer declaration maximum supported speed for HST
Proposal 1: Introduce a new declaration item (Option 1) shown in Table -1.
	D.108
	Maximum supported speed for High Speed Train
	Declaration of the maximum supported speed for High Speed Train scenarios. The declaration is chosen from the set {No HST support, 350 km/h, 500 km/h} and applicable to HST PUSCH, UL TA and HST PRACH. Speed(s) less than the declaration shall also be supported under this declaration.  
	x
	x


 

	R4-2006056
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Organization of HST requirements for UL TA 500kph in specs
Observation 1: High speed scenarios over 250kph should be captured together.
[bookmark: _Hlk40783054]Proposal 1: RAN4 to capture the 500kph UL TA scenario in the same table as the 350kph UL TA scenario.
High speed support declaration
Observation 2: In RAN4#94-bis-e, there was a general consensus for option 1 captured in the 2nd round summary.
Proposal 2: RAN4 to adapt the following high speed support declaration for UL TA:
If 500kph UL TA scenarios are defined,
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support).
If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.
High speed support declaration and applicability for 120kph HST UL TA
Observation 3: It is our general understanding that UL TA requirements for 120kph are applicable to all BS, even those that do not support high speed train. In this case, option 2 and 3 are equal.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to agree that scenario X (120kph) needs to be tested independently of the [PUSCH UL timing alignment high speed train support] manufacturer declaration.
Re-use of high speed support declaration for HST UL TA
Observation 4: Both options, re-use of PUSCH declaration and separate UL TA support declaration, technically feasible. Neither impacts the BS test procedure negatively.
Additional scenario X
N/A
Additional SCS/CBW combinations
Proposal 4: RAN4 to not add new SCS/CBW combinations for UL TA, as the performance does not sufficiently differ.
Agreeing on SNR values
Proposal 5: Unless new simulation results are received, capture the SNR values summarized in R4-2005573 in the UL TA CRs.
HST test setup figures and TTs
Observation 6: RAN4 should verify, if HST UL TA additions to “Measurement of performance requirements” (TT definitions in TS 38.131-1/2 appendix C.3) and “Measurement system set-up” for “performance requirements” (appendix D) are required; similar to R4-2003272.

	R4-2006255
	CATT
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-2

	R4-2006256
	CATT
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-2

	R4-2006257
	CATT
	Moderator: Simulation results.
Proposal 1: add 500kph UL TA scenraio Z to simulation results summary.

	R4-2006269
	CATT
	Requirement organization
Proposal 1: Requirements for different scenarios can be organised in the same table (Option 1).
Additional simulation assumptions
Proposal 2: Add simulation assumptions for 5MHz CBW/15KHz SCS and 10Mhz CBW/30KHz SCS to simulation summary for agreed UL timing adjustment scenarios (Option 1)

	R4-2006321
	Samsung
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-1

	R4-2006322
	Samsung
	Moderator: CR TS 38.141-1

	R4-2006324
	Samsung
	Organization of UL timing requirement
Proposal 1:  Captured the requirements for different scenarios in separable tables
High speed support declaration for HST UL TA
Proposal 2:  If 500kph UL TA scenarios are defined, Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested
High speed support declaration and applicability for 120kph HST UL TA
Proposal 3:  No requirement for UL TA requirement for scenario X.
Proposal 4: No declaration for scenario X is needed.
Additional SCS/BW combinations
Proposal 5: No additional SCS/BW combinations are required for UL TA requirement.

	R4-2006664
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Moderator: CR TS 38.104

	R4-2006665
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Organisation of high-speed train requirement sections for UL TA 500kph in specifications
Proposal 1: Capture requirements for different scenarios in the same table (Option 1).
High speed support declaration for HST UL TA
Proposal 3: New declaration item “Maximum supported speed” can override the declaration of 120kph, no separate declaration for 120kph (Option 3).
Re-use of high speed support declaration for HST UL TA
Proposal 4: The new declaration item “Maximum supported speed” should cover HST PUSCH, HST PRACH and UL TA (Option 1).
Additional SCS/CBW combinations and New scenario X
Proposal 5: Neither introduce new scenario X (option 3), nor any additional SCS/CBW combinations (Option 2).

	R4-2006835
	Ericsson
	Organisation of high-speed train requirement sections for UL TA 500kph in specifications
Proposal 1: Agree with Option 1 to capture different scenarios requirements in same table.
High speed support declaration for HST UL TA
Proposal 2: Agree with Option 1 to declare by the supported maximum speed, 350kph or 500kph (or no HST support), and 350kph does not need to be tested if 500kph test is passed.  
New scenarios 
Proposal 3: Do not include Scenario X in the scope of HST scenario discussion.
Additional SCS/CBW combinations
Proposal 4: Agree with Option 1 to add requirements for 5MHz CBW/15kHz SCS and 10MHz CBW/30kHz SCS for agreed UL TA scenarios.

	R4-2007186
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Organization of HST requirements for UL TA 500kph in specs
Proposal 1: RAN4 adopts Option 1 or 2 based on pros and cons consideration.
Declaration
Thus, we prefer to declare category of supported design target speed for HST UL TA and to share the declaration with PUSCH HST.
Proposal 1: Allow to declare category of supported design target speed(s) from “no HST”, “HST for 350km/h”, “HST for 500km/h” or “HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h” and introduce the following declaration:
	Declaration identifier
	Declaration
	Description
	Applicability

	
	
	
	BS type 1-C
	BS type 1-H
	BS type 1-O

	D.1xx
	PUSCH for HST
	Declaration of the supported HST scenarios: no HST, HST for 350km/h, HST for 500km/h or HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h.
	x
	x
	x


 
Scenario X for UL timing adjustment
Proposal 3: RAN4 introduces UL timing adjustment requirements under scenario X without any applicability rules (Option 1).
Proposal 4: No declaration for Scenario X is needed (Option 3).
Channel bandwidth
Proposal 5: RAN4 introduces the PUSCH UL TA performance requirements for 5/10MHz CBW with 15kHz SCS and 10/40MHz CBW with 30kHz SCS (Option 1).

	R4-2007232
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Organization of HST requirements for UL TA 500kph in specs
Proposal 1: Requirements for different scenarios captured in same table for UL TA.
High speed support declaration
Proposal 2: Choose Option 1, i.e. For UL TA, declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.
Re-use of high speed support declaration for HST UL TA
Proposal 3: No need to introduce new declared item.
New scenarios
Proposal 4: Do not specify scenario “X”.
Additional SCS/CBW combinations
Proposal 5: Option 2, i.e. No additional SCS/CBW combinations are required for UL TA requirements.



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 3-1: UL TA additional scenario “X”
Sub-topic description:
In RAN4#94-bis-e several additional UL TA requirements were discussed, but not agreed upon, e.g., new scenarios:
	· New scenarios
· Option 1: Additionally, specify scenario “X”, with the following parameters:
15KHz SCS:   A= 10us, Δω =0.04 s-1; 30KHz SCS:  A= 5us, Δω =0.08 s-1.
· Option 2: Additionally, specify scenario “X”, with the following parameters:
15KHz SCS:   A= 10us, Δω =0.04 s-1; 30KHz SCS:  A= 5us, Δω =0.08 s-1.
with the applicability rule:
BS can declare support for either [no HST/default/no declaration], [350kmp] or [500kmp]. If BS declare supporting of 500km/h，only scenario Z is considered. If BS declare supporting of 350km/h，only scenario Y is considered. If BS declare [no HST/default/no declaration], scenario X is considered.
· Option 3: Do not specify scenario “X”.



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1-1: Additional scenario “X”
· Proposals
· Option 1 (DoCoMo, CMCC): Specify requirements for scenario X.
· Option 2 (Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE, Samsung, CATT): Do not specify scenario “X”.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.
Please give feedback on how strong the respective request is.
· Deprioritize the following issues that rely on a decision here.


Issue 3-1-2: Scenario “X” implicit test passing
· Conditions
· Additional scenario “X” is introduced.
· Support for scenario “X” is not explicitly declared.
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia, CMCC, CATT): No implicit test passing.
The requirements for scenario “X” need to be tested, independent of passing requirements for “Y” or “Z”.
· Option 2 (ZTE): Allow implicit test passing.
The requirements for scenario “X” do not need to be tested, only if the requirements for “Y” or “Z” have been passed.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.



Sub-topic 3-2: UL TA additional SCS/CBW
Sub-topic description:
In RAN4#94-bis-e several additional UL TA requirements were discussed, but not agreed upon, e.g., additional SCS/CBW combinations:
	· Additional SCS/CBW combinations
· Option 1: Add simulation assumptions for 5MHz CBW/15KHz SCS and 10Mhz CBW/30KHz SCS to simulation summary for agreed UL timing adjustment scenarios
· Option 2: No additional SCS/CBW combinations are required for UL TA requirements.



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-2-1: Additional SCS/CBW combinations
· Proposals
· Option 1 (DoCoMo, Ericsson, CATT): Add simulation assumptions for 5MHz CBW/15KHz SCS and 10Mhz CBW/30KHz SCS to simulation summary for agreed UL timing adjustment scenarios
· Option 2 (Huawei, ZTE, Samsung, Nokia): No additional SCS/CBW combinations are required for UL TA requirements.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.
Please give feedback on how strong the respective request is.



Sub-topic 3-3: UL TA applicability rules
Sub-topic description:
In RAN4#94-bis-e it was not agreed how to handle the applicability rules 120kph UL TA:
	· High speed support declaration and applicability for 120kph HST UL TA (Pending on decision on Scenario X)
· Option 1: If performance requirement for scenario X is defined, the corresponding performance requirements should be tested when BS declares to support scenario X.
· Option 2: BS can declare support for either [no HST/default/no declaration], [350kmp] or [500kmp]. If BS declare [no HST/default/no declaration], scenario X is considered. 
· Option 3: No declaration for scenario X is needed. (Same approach as LTE).



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-3-1: Applicability for 120kph HST UL TA
· Proposals
· Option 1 (DoCoMo): No applicability rule is needed.
· Recommended WF
· Deprioritise until introduction of scenario “X” (issue 3-1-1) is decided.
Collect further company views during 1st round.



Sub-topic 3-4: Manufacturer declaration
Sub-topic description:
In RAN4#94-bis-e it was not agreed how to declare high speed support for UL TA:
	· High speed support declaration for HST UL TA
· Option 1: If 500kph UL TA scenarios are defined,
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support).
If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.
· Option 2: If 500kph UL TA scenarios are defined,
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support).
If 500kph is supported, both 350kph and 500kph need to be tested for compliance.
· Option 3: If 500kph UL TA scenarios are defined,
Declare category of supported design target speed(s). This can be 350 or 500 or 350&500kph (or no HST support). 
Only the corresponding requirements are tested. 



Furthermore, it is also open how to declare support for 120kph UL TA:
	· High speed support declaration and applicability for 120kph HST UL TA (Pending on decision on Scenario X)
· Option 1: If performance requirement for scenario X is defined, the corresponding performance requirements should be tested when BS declares to support scenario X.
· Option 2: BS can declare support for either [no HST/default/no declaration], [350kmp] or [500kmp]. If BS declare [no HST/default/no declaration], scenario X is considered. 
· Option 3: No declaration for scenario X is needed. (Same approach as LTE).



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-4-1: UL TA supported speed declaration for 120kph/Scenario X
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia, CMCC, CATT): No declaration for scenario X is needed; testing scenario X is always required.
· Option 2 (Samsung): No declaration for scenario X is needed; no requirements for scenario X.
· Option 3 (ZTE): No declaration for scenario X is needed; testing scenario X is only required, if 350 or 500kph UL TA is not declared to be supported (“overwritten”).
· Recommended WF
· Proposed agreement: 
No explicit declaration for scenario X.
· Proposed WF (deprioritised until introduction of scenario “X” decided): 
Companies are encouraged to give feedback on Issue 3-1-2: Scenario “X” implicit test passing to answer the second part of the proposals.


Issue 3-4-2: UL TA supported speed declaration for [120kph], 350kph, and 500kph
· Proposals
· Option 1a (CATT): Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). 
If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.
	D.108
	Supported maximum speed
	Declaration of supported maximum speed (i.e. 350km/h, 500km/h) for PUSCH and UL timing adjustment for HST. 
	x
	x



· Option 1b (ZTE): Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). 
If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.
Shared for PUSCH/PRACH/UL TA.
	D.108
	Maximum supported speed for High Speed Train
	Declaration of the maximum supported speed for High Speed Train scenarios. The declaration is chosen from the set {No HST support, 350 km/h, 500 km/h} and applicable to HST PUSCH, UL TA and HST PRACH. Speed(s) less than the declaration shall also be supported under this declaration.  
	x
	x



· Option 1c (Huawei, Ericsson, Samsung, Nokia): Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). 
If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.

· Option 2 (DoCoMo): Declare category of supported design target speed(s) from “no HST”, “HST for 350km/h”, “HST for 500km/h” or “HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h” and introduce the following declaration:
	D.1xx
	PUSCH for HST
	Declaration of the supported HST scenarios: no HST, HST for 350km/h, HST for 500km/h or HST for both 350km/h and 500km/h.
	x
	x
	x



· Recommended WF
· Proposed agreement:
Declare category of supported maximum speed. This can be either 350 or 500kph (or no HST support). If 500kph is supported and successfully tested, then 350kph does not need to be tested.
· Proposed WF: 
Companies are encouraged to give feedback on which declaration wording option they see as best or propose new exact wording options.


Issue 3-4-3: Re-use of high speed declaration for UL TA
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): No re-use. Independent support declaration for UL TA.
· Option 2 (Huawei, DoCoMo, CATT, Nokia): Re-use of the PUSCH HST declaration, if they match.
· Option 3 (ZTE): Re-use of a common HST declaration for PUSCH/UL TA/PRACH.
· Recommended WF
· Proposed agreement:
Re-use of the PUSCH HST declaration for UL TA, if they match.
· Proposed WF:
Come back to this topic once the final wording for PUSCH declaration decided.
Take proposed PUSCH/UL TA re-use into account, when decision PUSCH declaration wording.



Sub-topic 3-5: Specification writing
Sub-topic description 
With the UL TA requirement organization and simulation contributions having become quite stable, RAN4 can go ahead and finalize the specifications.
However, it remains to verify the additional need for additions for HST in the measurement set-up and test tolerance definition.
Additionally, the cleaning of the specification TS 38.104 ahead of ITU submission, will have an impact on the HST UL TA CR treatment in this meeting, as indicated in the following guidance provided by the RAN4 Chair (Steven) and Demod co-chair (Haijie) to the moderators of the relevant email discussions:
[See email in sub-topic 1-6.]
Furthermore, in RAN4#94-bis-e, no conclusion was reached with respect the organization of HST requirements for UL TA 500kph in specs [2]:
	· Organisation of high-speed train requirement sections for UL TA 500kph in specifications.
· Option 1: Requirements for different scenarios captured in same table.
· Option 2: Requirements for different scenarios captured in separate tables.



Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:

Issue 3-5-1: Organization of HST requirements for UL TA 500kph in specifications
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Huawei, DoCoMo, Ericsson, ZTE, CATT): Requirements for different scenarios captured in same table.
· Option 2 (DoCoMo, Samsung): Requirements for different scenarios captured in separate tables.
· Option 3 (Nokia): Capture the 500kph UL TA scenario in the same table as the 350kph UL TA scenario.
· Recommended WF
· Collect further company views during 1st round.
Explore if compromise to option 1 is possible.



Issue 3-5-2: Removal of TBD and []
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): Agreeing on SNR values.
Unless new simulation results are received, capture the SNR values summarized in R4-2005573 in the UL TA CRs
· Option 2: (RAN4 chair and demod session chair): 
	Submitted TS 38.104 CRs could be technically endorsed.
	Submitted TS 38.141-1/2 CRs could be agreed.
	Try to resolve TBDs and [].
· Recommended WF
· Do not agree TS 38.104 CRs that introduce new TBDs or [], either postpone, or technically endorse, or change to no longer add new TBDs or [].
· Discuss, if [] can be removed and TBDs can be replaced in the draftCRs endorsed last meeting.
· Change all remaining [TBD] to TBD.
· Consider removing requirements with remaining TBD.



Issue 3-5-3: HST test setup figures and test tolerances
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Nokia): Verify if further HST UL TA additions to “Measurement of performance requirements” (TT definitions in TS 38.131-1/2 appendix C.3) and “Measurement system set-up” for “performance requirements” (appendix D) are required; similar to R4-2003272.
· Recommended WF
· Test specification CR authors to verify the need for new measurement setup figures and TTs.
· Remark: LTE has separate measurement setup figure (TS 36.141 I.3.4) and TTs (36.141 G.3) for UL TA.
· Remark: The initially submitted CR for TS 38.141-2 (R4-2006256) has proposed a new figure for measurement setup for UL TA.
· Other delegates to check, if the additions in the CR are technically correct and sufficient.



Sub-topic 3-6: Simulation summary management
Sub-topic description 

Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-6-1: Additional SCS/CBW combinations in the simulation summary
· Proposals
· Option 1 (CATT): Add 500kph UL TA scenario Z to simulation results summary.
· Recommended WF
· Add 500kph UL TA scenario Z to simulation results summary.



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

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



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

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006255
(CATT)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006256
(CATT)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006321
(Samsung)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006322
(Samsung)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006664
(ZTE)
	[Moderator]:
- Please observe the outcome of the chair guidance captured and discussed in sub-topic 3-5.

	
	Company B

	
	




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

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:



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

	#1
	
	





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

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



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

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

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







