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1
Opening of the meeting (Monday, 9 a.m.)

Intellectual Property Rights Policy

	The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.

The delegates are asked to take note that they are thereby invited:

-
to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

-
to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


2
Approval of the agenda

	R4-113322
	Approval
	Proposed agenda
	Chairman


Status: approved

3
Letters / reports from other groups / meetings

	R4-113807
	LS in
	LS on extreme temperatures requirements for testing of different device (GP-110574 Source: TSG GERAN WG3, To: TSG GERAN WG1, Cc: TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG5)
	TSG GERAN WG3


Deutsche Telekom: Does not think this will be a problem.
Status: Noted
	R4-113808
	LS in
	Reply LS to “LS on Status of the MSR-NC work item” (GP-110998 Source: TSG GERAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN)
	TSG GERAN WG1


not handled
	R4-113809
	LS in
	Reply to LS on CSI reporting and SCell deactivation (R1-111853 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-113810
	LS in
	LS on RAN1 agreements on uplink Closed Loop Transmit Diversity for HSPA (R1-111993 Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)
	Huawei, HiSilicon


not handled

	R4-113811
	LS in
	LS on the RAN1 agreements for 8C-HSDPA  (R1-111995 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG1


not handled
	R4-113812
	LS in
	LS on the frequency band specific compressed mode (R2-113591 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG1, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG2


Status: noted
	R4-113813
	LS in
	LS on Removal of MDT M3 LTE Measurement (R2-113651 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG SA WG5,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG2


No corresponding Agenda this time.
LS will be taken in RAN4#60 meeting in Athens

Status: Postponed
	R4-113814
	LS in
	LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement (R2-113653 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG2


Status: Noted
	R4-113816
	LS in
	LS on coordination between ITU-T and 3GPP on synchronization (R1-111826 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN, Cc: TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-113815
	LS in
	Response to NGMN LS RP-110476 on coordination between ITU-T and 3GPP on synchronization (RP-110904 Source: TSG RAN, To: NGMN (POSB),ITUT SG15/Q13, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN


Status: noted
	R4-113817
	LS in
	Reply LS on Rel-10 UE category (R1-111864 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-113818
	LS in
	LS on DL-SCH soft buffer partitioning and rate matching for Rel-10 carrier aggregation (R1-112015 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG2)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-113819
	LS in
	LS on Status of UE Application Layer Data Throughput Study Item (R5-112719 Source: TSG RAN WG5, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG5


Status: Noted
4
Essential corrections for earlier releases (up to release-10) *1
4.1
EUTRA Essential Corrections

4.1.1
UE RF (core)

	R4-113473
	CR
	Correction to uplink configuration for reference sensitivity
	ZTE


NTT Docomo: NS_06 also needs to be corrected.

Status: noted
	R4-113474
	CR
	Correction to uplink configuration for reference sensitivity
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-113665
	CR
	Removal of unnecessary channel bandwidths from REFSENS tables
	Nokia


R&S: this is for rel-8 and the one from ZTE is for rel-9. any explanation ?
Nokia: different errors in the different spec releases, thus we have three different versions 

ZTE: for the one from ZTE, rel-8 is correct thus no need for correction.

Discussion on Band 12:

Cox Communications: No conclusion so far,( Does not want to look at the removal of band 12 this time.
If we want to align band 12 and 17 and we need to align the requirements of these bands.

Chair: can we agree on band 17 and other bands or is it pending agreement on band 12?
Nokia, ZTE: band 14, 17 and 34 are kind of editorial changes to have alignment.

ALU: is there a deadline for the operators to come back with a decision ?

Chair: there is no deadline but it helps if the operators work on a timeline to come to a decision.

Huawei: is questioning the need of maintaining the band 17 and band 12.

( need to combine 14, 17,34 in once cr

Status: revised in 3822
	R4-113822
	CR
	Removal of unnecessary channel bandwidths from REFSENS tables
	Nokia


In principle agreed

	R4-113666
	CR
	Removal of unnecessary channel bandwidths from REFSENS tables
	Nokia


Status: revised in 3823
	R4-113823
	CR
	Removal of unnecessary channel bandwidths from REFSENS tables
	Nokia


In principle agreed

	R4-113667
	CR
	Removal of unnecessary channel bandwidths from REFSENS tables
	Nokia


Status: revised in 3824
	R4-113824
	CR
	Removal of unnecessary channel bandwidths from REFSENS tables
	Nokia


In principle agreed
	R4-113738
	CR
	CR for B14 Rx requirement  Rel 8
	Motorola solutions


There is no objection, but new documents will be submitted to remove the bandwidths and to add blocking performance.

Status: revised in 3827
	R4-113827
	CR
	CR for B14 Rx requirement  Rel 8
	Motorola solutions


In principle agreed
	R4-113739
	CR
	CR for B14 Rx requirement Rel 9
	Motorola solutions


Status: revised in 3828
	R4-113828
	CR
	CR for B14 Rx requirement Rel 9
	Motorola solutions


In principle agreed

	R4-113740
	CR
	CR for B14 Rx requirement Rrel 10
	Motorola solutions


Status: revised in 3829
	R4-113829
	CR
	CR for B14 Rx requirement Rrel 10
	Motorola solutions


In principle agreed
	R4-113762
	Discussion
	Band 1 and Band 34 coexistence
	Qualcomm Incorporated


NTT Docomo: - about measurement results: the contrib. shows that at the edge of 34 band, 29.60dBm is measured but Docomo thinks that if this is true then this PA can not meet general requirements.


- in reference [1], the contrib. says the protection limit should be relaxed by 5dB and QC suggest that the duplexer need 20 dB rejection.!!
QC: - this not measured data, but from the PA specification. 

-
not proposing to have 20dB relaxation. 

-
not . it can be challenging and need a good duplexer to meet the requirements.

???: 
- 29.60 includes implementation margin or not ?


- Your request is that value is needed under extreme test condition or normal condition?
QC: - This is worst condition.

Fujitsu: also concerned by this as well. Even if the duplexer has such level 

High insertion loss from those duplexer that have such performance. It is high price to pay to have this level of attenuation.

Changing the duplexer will not fix this.

Nokia: simulation done and come out with 15dB needed with margin.

Status: Noted
	R4-113503
	Approval
	Co-existence issue with Band 1 and 34
	NTT DOCOMO


Qualcomm: The 3 out of 5 filters presented here do not meet the 20dB attenuation as found in QC 

And the one that meets has other limitations.

NTT Docomo: yes they do not meet the 20dB but looking at the temperature range, this specification is defined from -30 to 85 degrees. Considering the duplexer categories, if this is guarantee from -20 to ?? dB, then these values are improved.

If the 15 dB rejection can be obtained.
Chair: these are new duplexers new in the market. How to address this aspect ?

CATT: supports the analysis in NTT Docomo’s document.

We sho0uld not define the spec for one system at the cost of the performance degradation of another system.

( Performance for band 34 can not be relaxed.

Way forward: Decision of not changing the spec is approved.

Status: revised in 3826
	R4-113826
	Approval
	Co-existence issue with Band 1 and 34
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: In principle approved
	R4-113741
	Discussion
	Co-existence issues at top edge of B5 (849MHz)
	Motorola solutions


Qualcomm:  we cannot make changes to B5

WF: Won’t make change to band5. we will be back to this document when discussion on band 26 is taken place.

Status: Noted
	R4-113749
	Discussion
	OOBE measurement bandwidth considerations
	Motorola solutions


Status: withdrawn

	R4-113756
	Discussion
	Introduction of Additional Requirements for Band 3 operation in Japan
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn

	R4-113757
	CR
	Introduction of Additional Requirements for Band 3 operation in Japan
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn

	R4-113758
	CR
	Introduction of Additional Requirements for Band 3 operation in Japan
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn

	R4-113759
	CR
	Introduction of Additional Requirements for Band 3 operation in Japan
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn

4.1.1.1
Co-existence

4.1.1.1.1
UE to UE coexistence

	R4-113627
	CR
	UE unwanted emissions for coexistence with protected bands 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Concerns on this proposal from several companies.

QC: 
- could not agree if the change is necessary for rel-8 or later releases.


- also it is important to maintain consistency between specs.

Nokia: Share the same view as QC. If E/// is accepted then requirements for WCDMA in 25.101 will be more stringent.

Telecom Italia: thinks CR from E/// is acceptable.


- impacted releases: starting from rel-8.
Chair: this has been on the table for a long time. We need to come to a conclusion either to leave the spec as it is or come with an agreeable change.
Status: Noted
	R4-113628
	CR
	UE unwanted emissions for coexistence with protected bands 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-113629
	CR
	UE unwanted emissions for coexistence with protected bands 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-113530
	Discussion
	Clarification on UE co-existence requirements
	KT


NTT Docomo: band 19 do not have to protect this one.
some comment that b19 is not correct, however the proposal is only a concept to split the requirement

Status: Noted
4.1.1.1.2
FDD/ TDD co-existence (Band 38 and Band 7)
	R4-113761
	Discussion
	UE implementation of offline UL/DL for TDD
	Qualcomm Incorporated


the issue is is due to vco not filter.

CMCC: will you stil see pulling with 5 mhx offset. 

Qualcomm yes. 

Intel: this only one possible solution and there are others. Do not agree with the proposed solution. not a good ides to do two VCOs

Status: Noted
	R4-113401
	Discussion
	Co-existence between Band 38 and Band 7 
	Huawei


Nokia: we received an LS from ran2 saying that if there are already existing terminals in a band then it is not possible to introduce signalling in this band.

Intel: do we need -50dBm ? we can also have higher values.

Status: Noted
	R4-113760
	Discussion
	Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Qualcomm Incorporated


E///: this is one possibility. But if we do not specify the OOB we have no idea about the emissions.

Relaxing the limit is not an attractive way to go.
-15.5 dBm/5 MHz will need A-MPR, NS is not acceptable.

Ste this mean no limit in OOB region. 

Qualcomm: then default is SEM. 

STE: SEM applies to regional requirement. 

Nokia: ACLER will define not SEM for adjacent channel. 

Huawei: en is confusing and not inline . 

Qualcomm: understanding is that only applies in spurious domain region 

Status: Noted
	R4-113630
	Discussion
	Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence: UE unwanted emissions 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Nokia: the proposed limit is easier than what is required by the regulator in Europe.

( No point of specifying some thing which is easier than the regulation unless we change the regulation.

QC: applicability of the requirement to band 23: There is a note saying this applicable to bands with frequency within [2579 – 2615]. What is then applicable in case of [2615 – 2620] ?

E///: if this proposal is accepted then ready to propose a similar proposal for [2615 – 2620].

Status: revised in 3882
	R4-113882
	Discussion
	Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence: UE unwanted emissions 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Withdrawn
	R4-113631
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-113632
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-113633
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-113671
	CR
	FDD/ TDD co-existence (Band 38 and Band 7)
	Nokia


???: preference for proposal from Nokia.

Telecom Italia: E/// way is preferable.

Vodafone: need to check.

Orange: concerns about Nokia’s proposal as it does not solve the co-existence. E///’s solution  is preferable as it does not introduce the AMPR.

Nokia: E///’s proposed limits are more relaxed than the Nokia’s limits. How does it then solves the co-existence issues?

Telecom Italia: the Nokia’s proposal is to apply the limits out of band region while E/// is to use this within the region too.

If you consider the spurious emission, then E/// proposal are more relaxed.

TeliaSonera: why we can not change some thing in the harmonised standard ?

Chair: it is not easy to make changes as it takes about 2 years to make a change.

CATT: have priority to co-existence with systems within 3GPP

Status: Noted
	R4-113912
	Information
	FDD-TDD co-existence AH 29/06/2011 evening minutes
	Nokia


Noted
4.1.2
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-113660
	CR
	Specifying acceptable uncertainty of OBW test in CA
	NTT DOCOMO, Anritsu


Status: in principle agreed
	R4-113355
	Discussion
	BS transmitter configuration for receiver tests
	Alcatel-Lucent


NSN: this is acceptable. of course need to decide which requirements to apply but this a good way forward.

NTT Docomo: is not objecting to the proposal. NTT can understand the discussion point prefers the proposal in 2.1, that TX should be on
E///: Ericsson position is that the transmitter should be on.

It is strange to have Tx off when testing the BS. We should test the BS in the operating condition it will be used in.

NSN: this was not specified 

Thus it leaves room for interpretations and we should keep on mind the testing complexity.

( NSN supports ALU’s way forward.

E///: understand the implication on testing but from the other hand one (if were operator) would like to know what are the performance when the transmitter is on.

ALU: is fine either way.

This a legacy issue, thus we need to look forward at future releases from rel-11 onward.

NTT Docomo: all BS in NTT networks have been tested with Tx on.

ALU: according to offline discussion, at least one big vendor tests its BS with Tx off.
Deutsche Telekom: can also have a CR for rel-10.

ALU: if drafting a CR from rel-10 with Tx on will this be objected by any company ??
NSN: would like to point again the testing complexity. We should discuss what requirements can be tested with Tx on.

Lets first decide which test should have the Tx on and then decide from which release.

ALU: It will be difficult to decide which test should be with Tx on as this will fall in the Study item from Ericsson on PAM.

Deutsche Telekom: we have still the august meeting to look at this.

If we move this to rel-11 then we are moving the issue away by many many years. It is not sure we will be studying SI if it does not get priority. We should this finish by September plenary.

Ericsson: agree with Deutch-Telecom.

Chair: Is there is an objection to have this starting from rel-10?

( no objection.

Chair: we need to come up with a list of tests.

Way forward:

- rel-10

- ALU will put a list for discussion

Status: Noted
	R4-113847
	Approval
	Way forward on BS transmitter configuration for receiver tests
	Alcatel-Lucent, Deutsche Telekom, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, NTT DOCOMO, Vodafone


In principle approved

4.1.3
RRM aspects

	R4-113616
	CR
	Requirements for RRC Connection Release with Redirection
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


 ALU: The term "detectable" should be defined (or clarified) properly.

 Since the issue seems rather generic one, we may consider separately in the future.

Agreed
	R4-113617
	CR
	Requirements for RRC Connection Release with Redirection
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Agreed

	R4-113550
	CR
	Removing [] in section 8.1.2.2.2.2 for Rel-8
	CATT


Agreed

	R4-113551
	CR
	Removing [] in section 8.1.2.2.2.2 for Rel-9
	CATT


Agreed

	R4-113552
	CR
	Removing [] in section 8.1.2.2.2.2 for Rel-10
	CATT


Agreed

	R4-113705
	CR
	CR on E-UTRAN inter frequency measurements
	LG Electronics


noted
	R4-113706
	CR
	CR on E-UTRAN inter frequency measurements
	LG Electronics


 Renesus, Ericsson, Fujitsu: They are not the typo but agreement in RAN4 in the past.

Noted
	R4-113707
	CR
	CR on E-UTRAN inter frequency measurements
	LG Electronics


Noted

	R4-113549
	CR
	Adding condition of UTRA TDD measurement report delay requirements applied
	CATT


 Huawei: Where "10 chips" come from?

 CATT: In FDD, we use "30 chips" and 10 chips seems reasonable.

Agreed

	R4-113794
	CR
	Adding condition of UTRA TDD measurement report delay requirements applied
	CATT


Agreed

	R4-113795
	CR
	Adding condition of UTRA TDD measurement report delay requirements applied
	CATT


Agreed

	R4-113442
	Discussion
	Further discussion on CSFB
	Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC


 Qualcomm: In UMTS, we need additional delay of several 10ms to release the link.

 Ericsson: Consistency between FDD and TDD should be kept. We need to fix the requirement for cell identification first.

Noted

	R4-113544
	Discussion
	Discussion on radio conditions for CS fallback to UTRA TDD
	CATT


 Huawei: We need to check the CDF feature of SCH via a simulation work.

 Renesus: Criteria of 95% seems rather high.

Noted

	R4-113545
	Discussion
	Initial simulation results of cell search for CSFB to UTRA TDD
	CATT


 Renesus: Number of receiving antenna in table-1 is set as 2.

 Huawei: Assumptions in Table-1 (eg. Ior / Ioc or Ec/Ior) should be clarified further.

 docomo: What was the assumption in UMTS in terms of RX antenna?

 Renesus: We did simulations using ax diversity but the requirements based on single antenna case.

Noted

	R4-113546
	Approval
	Way forward on UTRA TDD RRC release redirection
	CATT


Agreed

	R4-113459
	CR
	Addition of enhanced UTRAN TDD requirement for CSFB
	Huawei, HiSilicon


 Ericsson: The proposal seems to apply the same equation in FDD. We need to check the rationale behind the requirements based on the technical analysis.

Noted

	R4-113547
	CR
	Adding enhanced UTRA TDD cell identification requirements for Rel-9
	CATT


Noted

	R4-113548
	CR
	Adding enhanced UTRA TDD cell identification requirements for Rel-10
	CATT


Noted

	R4-113618
	CR
	RSTD Measurement Requirements under Handover
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


 Huawei: The scenario femto cell scenarios assumed in the CR would not be a generic one and UE implementation dependent. The reporting delay proposed should further be clarified.

 Huawei: HO interruption time Tprs should have been included in the equation already. 

 Ericsson: We may drop 'femto cell' scenario from the CR but the hand over requirements are still useful to set. Tprs is for the period where collisions occur. 

 ALU: We support to introduce certain requirements for the hand over scenarios.

 Fujitsu: For the inter freq HO base, what happens if the reference cell is changed from the original one to a new one? -> It is specified in a separate scenario for a separate requirement.

Revised in 3840

	R4-113840
	CR
	RSTD Measurement Requirements under Handover
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Qualcomm Incorporate


Agreed

	R4-113619
	CR
	RSTD Measurement Requirements under Pcell Switching
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


 Renesus: As in the previous CR in tdoc 3618, we need to consider when the third frequency exists and Pcell is changed.

 Ericsson: Only section 8.4.4 is the case for the scenario being asked.

 Renesas: There are some other cases in the CR.

 Qualcomm: How to completed the measurement in Scell before the switching occurs.

 Ericsson: What is the assumed scenario? We believe only Pcell is switched. Not a scenario for the mobility.

Revised in 3841

	R4-113841
	CR
	RSTD Measurement Requirements under Pcell Switching
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Qualcomm Incorporate


Agreed

	R4-113722
	Approval
	CR for TS36.133 v10.3.0, Section 9.1.8 Power headroom
	InterDigital


 Ericsson: Our preference is not to duplicate the definitions but refer to the section in RAN1 specification.

Noted

	R4-113682
	CR
	Introduction of power headroom reporting requirement for carrier aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


 Ericsson: It seems the CR excludes the legacy scenario which would not be the intention. It would be better to enumerate the requirements according the scenario.

 Interdigital: We second the suggestion from Ericsson.

Revised in 3868
	R4-113868
	CR
	Introduction of power headroom reporting requirement for carrier aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent, InterDigital, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Agreed

	R4-113699
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for RRM tests A.5.2.1 and A.5.2.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113700
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for RRM tests A.5.2.1 and A.5.2.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113701
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for RRM tests A.5.2.1 and A.5.2.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113702
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for RRM tests A.5.2.4 and A.5.2.5
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113703
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for RRM tests A.5.2.4 and A.5.2.5
	Anritsu


agreed

	R4-113704
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for RRM tests A.5.2.4 and A.5.2.5
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113329
	Discussion
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM test s
	Anritsu


 docomo: In RAN5, are the measurement accuracies checked separately? (Not only the delay requirements).

 Anritsu: In RAN5, the measurements accuracies are tested under AWGN. The measurement accuracy itself is not the main aim of this delay test which tests UEs having a proper measurement accuracy.

Noted

	R4-113330
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM test A.8.9.1
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113331
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM test A.8.9.1
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113332
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM test A.8.9.1
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113536
	CR
	Refinement of RSRP levels for measurement accuracy test cases
	NTT DOCOMO


 Qualcomm: Need to discuss further to set proper test conditions for SNR (with Es/Iot of -6dB).  As such, we need few clarifications on the proposal.

 Renesas: Also need to consider the impact to the test equipment if we set such lower SNR levels.

 Anritsu: We would like to see the test cases then we may say something on the feasibilities of a particular test.

 NTT docomo: The offline discussion concluded that we may need different way than the proposed one in the document.

Noted

	R4-113448
	CR
	E-UTRAN FDD - cdma2000 1xRTT SON ANR cell search reporting under AWGN propagation conditions test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Withdrawn

	R4-113449
	CR
	E-UTRAN TDD - cdma2000 1xRTT SON ANR cell search reporting under AWGN propagation conditions test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Withdrawn

	R4-113888
	CR
	Enhanced cell identification requirements  for UTRA TDD
	CATT, Huwei, CMCC


Noted

	R4-113889
	CR
	Enhanced cell identification requirements  for UTRA TDD
	CATT, Huawei CMCC


Noted

	R4-113890
	Approval
	Simulation assumption for enhanced cell identification evaluation for UTRA TDD
	CATT, Huawei


Agreed
4.1.4
Demodulation  (performance)

	R4-113763
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CSI feedback with UE selected subband
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Withdrawn

	R4-113553
	CR
	Correction of CSI reference channel subframe description
	CATT


 Revised into the new tdoc to put the formal CR number of 878.

revised in 3839

	R4-113839
	CR
	Correction of CSI reference channel subframe description
	CATT


Agreed

	R4-113728
	CR
	Clarification on BS precoding information field for the RI FDD test
	NEC


 NEC: There is a typo which should be corrected in the revised version.

revised in 3895

	R4-113895
	CR
	Clarification on BS precoding information field for the RI FDD test
	NEC, Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113729
	CR
	Clarification on BS precoding information field for RI FDD and PUCCH 2-1 PMI tests
	NEC


revised in 3896

	R4-113896
	CR
	Clarification on BS precoding information field for RI FDD and PUCCH 2-1 PMI tests
	NEC, Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113730
	CR
	Clarification on BS precoding information field for RI FDD and PUCCH 2-1 PMI tests
	NEC


revised in 3897

	R4-113897
	CR
	Clarification on BS precoding information field for RI FDD and PUCCH 2-1 PMI tests
	NEC, Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113764
	Discussion
	Clarification on MCS in DCI for retransmission
	Qualcomm Incorporated


 NEC, ST-Ericsson: What is the problem behind the proposal? Need further offline clarification.

 Qualcomm: In the offline discussion, we have found that we would need few more discussion considering TDD aspect etc.

Noted

	R4-113916
	Approval
	Way Forward on MCS Setting in DCI for ReTx
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Revised in 3937

	R4-113937
	Approval
	Way Forward on MCS Setting in DCI for ReTx
	Qualcomm Incorporated


e-mail approval

4.2
UTRA Essential Corrections

	R4-113672
	CR
	Recent DB-DC-HSDPA and 4C-HSDPA agreement introduction to OTA specification
	Nokia


Telecom Italia: - the relaxation DB-DC in conductive was derived considering extreme temperature values. Thus can not use the same relaxation values.

· the BER in case of conductive requirements 0.001 while for OTA is 1%, thus they are different thus we can use the same relaxation. ( an additional analysis is needed.

· - tolerance relaxation should be defined by RAN5.

· - usually for specify OTA requirements, some analysis are derived to prove the agreement, we thus need in this case have some analkysis and study to decide which kind of relaxation is needed.

· ( can not agree on the proposal from Nokia.

Orange; more analysis is needed and applying the same values need some analysis as the assumptions are different.

NTT Docomo: has the same view as Telecom Italia and Orange.

TeliaSonera: also have the same view.

QC: agree with the proposal from Nokia.

Ericsson: also supports the proposal from Nokia.

Nokia: recognise that the conductive are under exterem conditions but there are some other 

Antenna elements in DB with simultaneous transmission or reception introduces some difficulty.

Comment on BER is a valid one and need 

On the comment about tolerance and RAN5: Not talking on tolerance but on absolute values.

NTT Docomo: is simultaneous reception is supported in the DB.

Nokia: it is true at the moment. But can be supported in the future.

Nokia: would like to mention that Nokia here is using the same procedure as the relaxation introduced about a year ago.
Status: Noted

	R4-113634
	CR
	UE unwanted emissions for coexistence with protected bands 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113635
	CR
	UE unwanted emissions for coexistence with protected bands 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113636
	CR
	UE unwanted emissions for coexistence with protected bands 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113674
	Approval
	Exceptions due to WCDMA/HSPA harmonic signals
	Nokia


NTT Docomo: need time to check.
Status: Noted
4.2.1
UE (core)

4.2.2
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-113356
	Discussion
	Single GSM transmit Carrier test case for MSR
	Alcatel-Lucent


ALU: if this accepted than there will be a CR based on the TP in this document

NSN: there is no need to introduce additional test configurations. Can be done based on GSM multi-carrier … test.

Status: Noted

4.2.3
RRM aspects

	R4-113333
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.6.1, A.8.6.2
	Anritsu


 docomo: The threshold level setting for Event 3B seems missing from the table.

 Renesas: Hysteresis of 0dB is also misleading.

revised in 3877

	R4-113877
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.6.1, A.8.6.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113334
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.6.1, A.8.6.2
	Anritsu


revised in 3878

	R4-113878
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.6.1, A.8.6.2
	Anritsu
	


Agreed

	R4-113335
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.6.1, A.8.6.2
	Anritsu


revised in 3879

	R4-113879
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.6.1, A.8.6.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113336
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.7.1, A.8.7.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113337
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.7.1, A.8.7.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113338
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.8.7.1, A.8.7.2
	Anritsu


Agreed

	R4-113733
	Discussion
	Test Case for Inter Frequency Detected Set with Compressed Mode
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


 Qualcomm: Event 2B, CPICH capability could be tested. We need to change the number in the test case to properly test the measurement accuracy aspect. We also need fading conditions to check the measurement accuracy aspect.

 Qualcomm: Event 2B wouldn't occur in T3 period.

 Ericsson: In case the cell is known and the level is in the reporting range, the UE should trigger Event 2B.

 Qualcomm: Event 2B case would be ok then. How about the measurement accuracy of -17dBm with 2dB delta to -15dB?

 Anritsu: We should discuss the measurement accuracy under AWGN condition and fading condition separately.

 Qualcomm: In AWGN conditions, it would be fine but for fading conditions, we need to check the accuracy aspect (by simulations). During the period of T3, because of the weaker signal, a UE may go into 'out of service' condition.

Noted

	R4-113734
	Discussion
	Test Case for Inter Frequency Detected Set without Compressed Mode
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


 NTT docomo: What is the difference from the case with compressed mode?

 Ericsson: The requirements are the same, but the test conditions should be set properly for the case of 'non-compressed mode'.

 Qualcomm: Inter freq. detected cells, we need to capture the CPICH measurement aspect.

 Ericsson: We believe we agree on the same requirements of 800ms in the past but may need to consider DRX aspect. 

Noted

	R4-113735
	Discussion
	Test case for 4C-HSDPA enhanced inter-frequency measurements without compressed mode
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


 QUALCOMM: We have the same comments to the previous papers. Additionally UE CPICH measurement capability in rel-9 was incorrect. In most of the test cases, we didn't assume frequency offset which was necessary. What would be the frequency offset of 'cell 3'? The test case can be generalized in order to commonly applied to single or multiple carrier cases.

 Ericsson: The core requirements should be generic for single or multiple carrier cases in general.

 Qualcomm: We agree to apply 'generic requirements' but test cases should be properly applied to each test case.

 Ericsson: As for the frequency offset, fixed frequency offset between two cells are applied.

Agilent: It would be not realistic if we expect perfect control of phases of the signals.

Noted

4.2.4
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)

5
Maintenance / Remaining works in Work items for Rel-10

5.1
Enhanced Downlink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE

5.1.1
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_eDL_MIMO-Perf]

	R4-113766
	Discussion
	CSI-RS rate matching test for non TM9 capable UEs
	Qualcomm Incorporated


 NEC, Intel: UE in which release assumed? Do we need to check rel-8/9 UEs?

 Qualcomm: We need to check performance of non-TM9 capable UEs.

 Qualcomm: The test proposed here is for rel-10 UEs.

 Motorola: We second the comment from NEC and Intel considering the practical scenario.

 ST-Ericsson: In case rel-8/9 system has a resolution, why we need the proposed test?

 Qualcomm: In rel-10, some UE may support TM9 but others are not.

Noted

	R4-113767
	Discussion
	RI reporting accuracy test case for eDL-MIMO
	Qualcomm Incorporated


 Renesas: Why do we need to test the 'zero power CSI' case?

 NEC: We prefer applying two ports test.

Noted

5.1.2
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_eDL_MIMO-Perf]

	R4-113390
	Discussion
	Analysis of using static channel models for UE performance tests
	Intel Corporation


Renesas: We agree with the analysis, but option 2 restricts code book selection scheme which is implementation dependent., Qualcomm: We agree with the analysis, but option 2 restricts code book selection scheme which is implementation dependent.

Ericsson: We agree with the comment from Renesas and QUALCOMM. Option 3 would be the preferable resolution.

Huawei: We prefer option 1. 

Noted

	R4-113693
	Discussion
	Impact of phase impairments on CQI testing for eDL-MIMO
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


ST-Ericsson: Since the CQI test is a relative test, we don't see any problem if there remains phase errors.

NEC: We would like to ask test equipment vendors whether the implementation in Fig.-2 is feasible. We have concern to apply follow CQI..

Agilent: We shouldn't expect perfect phase control in real life and should not assume unrealistic conditions in our test.

Anritsu: Implementation A and B (if Fig. 2 and 3), it should be left to test equipment implementation.

Noted

	R4-113440
	Discussion
	Remaining issues on CQI  and PMI test
	Huawei, HiSilicon


 Intel: Proposal 3, we propose to use PUCCH1-1 sub mode 1. Proposal 5, fixed W1 and random W2 may result in lower through put.

Noted

	R4-113554
	Discussion
	Considerations for eDL-MIMO CSI reporting test framework
	CATT


Noted

	R4-113694
	Discussion
	Verifying PMI accuracy for eDL-MIMO
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


 Renesas: Need to discuss which test metrics (joint metrics or separate one).

Noted

	R4-113726
	Discussion
	Discussion on PMI test configurations for TM9
	NEC


Noted

	R4-113439
	CR
	TS36.101 CRs for eDL-MIMO CQI and PMI tests
	Huawei, HiSilcon


Noted

	R4-113391
	Discussion
	More discussions on eDL-MIMO RI tests
	Intel Corporation


 Renesas: We should check not the channel capacity but the actual receiver's performance.

Noted

	R4-113435
	Discussion
	Further consideration on eDL-MIMO RI test
	Huawei, HiSilicon


revised in 3798

	R4-113798
	Discussion
	Further consideration on eDL-MIMO RI test
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted

	R4-113695
	Discussion
	Considerations on RI verification for eDL-MIMO
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Noted

	R4-113725
	Discussion
	Discussion on RI testing for TM9
	NEC


Withdrawn

	R4-113436
	CR
	Introduction of 8Tx ULA correlation matrix into 36.101
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Withdrawn

	R4-113437
	CR
	TS36.101 CR: on parameters for high spatial correlation matrix by using X-pol 8Tx.
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Withdrawn

	R4-113476
	Discussion
	Simulation results for the CQI reporting
	ZTE


Noted

	R4-113468
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CSI reporting on eDL MIMO
	Samsung


Withdrawn

	R4-113719
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL MIMO CSI requirements
	Fujitsu


Noted

	R4-113477
	Discussion
	Simulation results for PMI tests
	ZTE


Noted

	R4-113475
	Discussion
	Impairment results for PDSCH demodulation performance requirements on eDL-MIMO
	ZTE


Noted

	R4-113465
	Discussion
	Simulation results for TM9 UE demodulation performance
	Motorola Mobility


 The zip file contains a spread sheet capturing all the simulation outcomes from the companies up to now. Companies are encouraged to update the spread sheet when they provide their  additional simulation results in the future.

Noted

	R4-113765
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL-MIMO demodulation requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Withdrawn

	R4-113898
	Information
	Summary of latest alignment and impairments results for TM9 demodulation tests
	NEC


Noted

	R4-113900
	Approval
	Way forward on CSI reporting accuracy requirements for eDL-MIMO
	NEC, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Agreed

	R4-113903
	Discussion
	Channel model phase impairments
	Anritsu


Renesas: Phase impact to the channel estimation should also be taken into account.

Fujitsu: The contribution only discussing AWGN conditions.

Noted

	R4-113637
	Discussion
	On the test configuration for the CSI-RS tests
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

5.2
Uplink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE

	R4-113768
	Discussion
	Relative phase discontinuity
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Agilent: is this only related to relative phase that is changing ? is this restricted to the case where the phase jump accures in both antennas?
We may already have  a requirement for single Tx case.
Qualcomm: There are three aspects to the problem: definition of relative phase, UE capability, and the requirement from the system side - - how gain fials as you have more phase.
These three items are we are trying to address.

Nokia: has comment from Agilent, but we do not have the same as LTE. but also think stat approach used for WCDMA can be used.

Chair: should this be addressed in rel-10 or rel-11?
Qualcomm: this would be ue capability and then put this it in rel-10

Huawei: -Rel 10


- requirements then decide. 

- Question on the third bullets. also consider a stat approach is better (several sub-frame makes sense)
Qualcomm: answer to 3rd bullet is to emphasis the latency to change precoding will affect performance. 
Agilent 
- suggest separate the requirement: those which affect both or differential antenna. 

- due to feedback, testing could be complicated -> this cannot be fixed in next meeting so this could take a lot of time to define scenario .
NSN: would like to confirm that the BS performance will model this as related effect. Simulation were performed and it was shown that there will be BS performance degradation. Not sure what will be the added value of further working for the BS side. Think the decision was already reached that there is impact. Understanding is that we are reopening some issues.

Status: noted
5.2.1
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]

	R4-113434
	Discussion
	Discussion on simulation assumption for relative phase discontinuity
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	


 Renesas: Assuming the phase error increase in every frame would be too pessimistic.

 NSN: We have concern if this artificial condition may impact the performance requirements to the base stations.

Noted
	R4-113357
	Discussion
	Remaining PUCCH Performance Requirements
	Alcatel-Lucent
	noted


 ALU: Proposed values are highlighted in yellow in each table.

noted
	R4-113578
	Discussion
	Ideal and practical simulation results for UL-MIMO PUCCH perfrmance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	noted


Noted

	R4-113429
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUCCH simulation results
	Huawei
	


 Huawei: It is re-submission of the summary last time.

Revised in 3845

	R4-113845
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUCCH simulation results
	Huawei
	


revised in 3908

	R4-113908
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUCCH simulation results
	Huawei
	noted


Noted

	R4-113358
	Discussion
	Remaining PUSCH Performance Requirements
	Alcatel-Lucent
	noted


Noted

	R4-113579
	Discussion
	Ideal and practical simulation results for UL-MIMO PUSCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	noted


Noted

	R4-113430
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUSCH simulation results
	Huawei
	


Revised in 3846

	R4-113846
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUSCH simulation results
	Huawei
	


revised in 3909

	R4-113909
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUSCH simulation results
	Huawei
	


Noted

	R4-113433
	CR
	CR for TS36.104: Performance requirements for UL-MIMO
	Huawei
	


revised in 3844

	R4-113844
	CR
	CR for TS36.104: Performance requirements for UL-MIMO
	Huawei
	


revised in 3907

	R4-113907
	CR
	Performance requirements for UL-MIMO
	Huawei, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, ZTE, HiSilicon


Agreed

	R4-113432
	CR
	CR for TS36.141: Performance requirements for UL-MIMO
	Huawei


revised in 3843

	R4-113843
	CR
	CR for TS36.141: Performance requirements for UL-MIMO
	Huawei


revised in 3906

	R4-113906
	CR
	Performance requirements for UL-MIMO
	Huawei, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, ZTE, HiSilicon


Agreed

	R4-113431
	CR
	CR for TS36.141: Test tolerance for UL-MIMO performance test cases
	Huawei


revised in 3842

	R4-113842
	CR
	CR for TS36.141: Test tolerance for UL-MIMO performance test cases
	Huawei


 NSN: Feedback from test equipment vendors are needed.

Agreed

5.2.2
UE Performance aspect
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]

5.2.3
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]

5.3
Four carrier HSDPA

	R4-113603
	Discussion
	4C-HSDPA HSDPCCH Simulation Results with Ideal Channel Estimation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


 Qualcomm: False alarm probability degradation in scenario 1 should be checked.

 NSN: In other features in rel-8, we didn't set separate requirements for the false alarm.

Noted

	R4-113604
	Discussion
	4C-HSDPA HSDPCCH Simulation Results
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	noted


Noted

	R4-113605
	CR
	4C-HSDPA HSDPCCH Requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


Withdrawn

5.3.1
RRM Performance aspect
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]

	R4-113514
	CR
	Introduction of test case for 4C-HSDPA searcher requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	withdrawn


Withdrawn

	R4-113732
	LS out
	Draft LS on the simplification of type 3i tests
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	


revised in 3859

	R4-113859
	LS out
	Reply LS to R5-104806 LS on DC-HSDPA type 3i testing complexity
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	


Approved

5.3.2
UE Performance aspect
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]

	R4-113598
	Discussion
	4C-HSDPA demodulation performance and CQI reporting
	ST-Ericsson/Ericsson
	


Noted

	R4-113511
	CR
	Completion of UE demodulation performance requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	


Agreed

	R4-113512
	CR
	Introduction of UE CQI reporting requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	


 To be revised so as to change several sections as "[a] secondary serving HS-SCH cell(s)".

revised in 3856

	R4-113856
	CR
	Introduction of UE CQI reporting requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	


Agreed

	R4-113597
	CR
	CR for 25.101 on UE demodulation performance requirements and CQI reporting
	ST-Ericsson/Ericsson
	


withdrawn
5.3.3
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]

	R4-113513
	Draft CR
	Introduction of HS-DPCCH detection requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	


noted
5.4
Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE

5.4.1
Remaining open issues in the core part
[eICIC_LTE-Core]

	R4-113323
	Discussion
	eICIC Autonomous Power setting parameters optimization and discussion
	Picochip


Noted

	R4-113447
	Discussion
	Cell identification requirements discussion
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Revised in 3804

	R4-113456
	Discussion
	Discussion on UE Rx-Tx measurement requirement in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Withdrawn

	R4-113471
	Discussion
	Updated simulation result for cell identification for eICIC
	Samsung


Revised in 3805

	R4-113478
	Discussion
	Additional cell identification delay simulation results for eICIC
	ZTE


Noted |

	R4-113555
	Draft CR
	Updated simulation results on cell identification in EICIC
	CATT


Noted

	R4-113572
	Discussion
	HeNB Autonomous Power Setting for the Macro-eNB Scenario
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Withdrawn

	R4-113607
	CR
	Cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Revised in 3853

	R4-113853
	CR
	Cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted
	R4-113608
	CR
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Revised in 3854

	R4-113854
	CR
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


In principle agreed

	R4-113609
	CR
	RLM measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113610
	Discussion
	On cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Revised in 3837

	R4-113837
	CR
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted
	R4-113611
	Discussion
	On blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Revised in 3830

	R4-113830
	Discussion
	On blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Not handled
	R4-113612
	Discussion
	On RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Revised in 3855

	R4-113855
	Discussion
	On RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted
	R4-113613
	Discussion
	On RLM measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113614
	Discussion
	Remaining issues on RRM requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113620
	Discussion
	RSRP and RSRQ Accuracy Side Conditions
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113621
	CR
	Correction to RSRP and RSRQ Accuracy Requirements 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113692
	Approval
	Finalizing requirements for Home BS Output Power for co-channel E-UTRA protection 
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia


Noted

	R4-113708
	Discussion
	Further discussion on measurement accuracy of RSRP and RSRQ for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Noted

	R4-113709
	Discussion
	Consideration on the measurement subframe cell List for  TDM eICIC RRM measurements 
	LG Electronics


Noted

	R4-113710
	Discussion
	Revised simulation results of cell identification for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Noted

	R4-113769
	Discussion
	Cell identification requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113770
	CR
	Cell identification delay for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113804
	Discussion
	Cell identification requirements discussion
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Withdrawn

	R4-113805
	Discussion
	Updated simulation result for cell identification for eICIC
	Samsung


Noted

	R4-113830
	Discussion
	On blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


not handled

	R4-113837
	Discussion
	On cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113853
	CR
	Cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113854
	CR
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


in principle agreed

	R4-113855
	Discussion
	On RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113905
	LS out
	LS on UE measurements with blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Withdrawn

	R4-113928
	Approval
	Way Forward on eICIC RRM/RLM Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Revised in 3936

	R4-113936
	Approval
	Way Forward on eICIC RRM/RLM Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


( email approval

Revised in 3939
	R4-113939
	Approval
	Way Forward on eICIC RRM/RLM Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


in principle approved

	R4-113929
	Information
	DRAFT Meeting minutes for eICIC Ad-Hoc at RAN4 #59AH
	Qualcomm


Noted

5.4.2
UE Performance requirements
[eICIC_LTE-Perf]

	R4-113392
	Discussion
	Simulation results of rank-2 demodulation performance for eICIC
	Intel Corporation


Noted

	R4-113441
	Discussion
	Demodulation performances for eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted

	R4-113527
	Discussion
	Simulation result for 2-rank transmission on eICIC 
	NTT DOCOMO


Withdrawn

	R4-113556
	Discussion
	Considerations on TDD EICIC demodulation and CSI requirements
	CATT


Noted

	R4-113573
	Discussion
	Simulation results for TM 3 rank-2 in eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113574
	Discussion
	Consideration for demodulation performance for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113696
	Approval
	Simulation assumptions for the evaluation of rank-2 demodulation performance for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113697
	Discussion
	Evaluation of rank-2 demodulation performance for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Noted

	R4-113698
	Discussion
	PDCCH performance results for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Noted

	R4-113711
	Discussion
	Simulation results for the evaluation of rank1 and rank2 demodulation performance for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Noted

	R4-113727
	Discussion
	Considerations on UE demodulation and CSI verification for eICIC
	NEC


Noted

	R4-113771
	Discussion
	ABS configuration for demodulation requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113772
	Discussion
	Rank 2 simulation results for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113773
	Discussion
	Demodulation performance for data and control channels for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113774
	Discussion
	On interfering cell SNR conditions for eICIC demodulation requirements 
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113920
	Approval
	Simulation assumptions for the evaluation of PDCCH performance in eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Revised in 3938

	R4-113938
	Approval
	Simulation assumptions for the evaluation of PDCCH performance in eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


( email approval

Noted

	R4-113927
	Approval
	Way Forward on eICIC Demod Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Revised in 3935

	R4-113935
	Approval
	Way Forward on eICIC Demod Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


( email approval
Noted
5.4.3
RRM Performance aspect
[eICIC_LTE-Perf]

	R4-113445
	Discussion
	Discussion on relative accuracy requirements in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted

	R4-113446
	CR
	Correction for RSRP and RSRQ accuracy requirements in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Revised in 3892

	R4-113452
	Discussion
	Consideration on eICIC test cases
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted

	R4-113453
	CR
	Test cases for E-UTRAN FDD cell identification in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted

	R4-113454
	CR
	Test case for RSRP/RSRQ measurement accuracy in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted

	R4-113455
	CR
	Test case for RLM in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted

	R4-113543
	Discussion
	Consideration on Rel.10 eICIC side conditions
	NTT DOCOMO, CMCC, KDDI, Orange, Telecom Italia


Noted

	R4-113575
	Discussion
	RLM simulation results for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Withdrawn

	R4-113688
	Discussion
	Cell identification results for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Noted

	R4-113720
	Discussion
	Clarification on RRM measurement requirements for eICIC
	Fujitsu


Noted

	R4-113751
	Discussion
	Discussion on RLM performance requirements for eICIC
	Motorola Mobility


Revised in 3850

	R4-113850
	Discussion
	Discussion on RLM performance requirements for eICIC
	Motorola Mobility


Not handled

	R4-113775
	Discussion
	RLM test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113776
	CR
	Cell identification test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Withdrawn

	R4-113777
	Discussion
	Relative RSRP accuracy requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113778
	CR
	Relative RSRP accuracy requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113779
	Discussion
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy tests
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113780
	CR
	RSRP test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated, NTT Docomo and ZTE


Noted

	R4-113781
	CR
	CR on RLM test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

	R4-113850
	Discussion
	Discussion on RLM performance requirements for eICIC
	Motorola Mobility


not handled

	R4-113892
	CR
	Correction for RSRP and RSRQ accuracy requirements in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Revised in 3915

	R4-113915
	CR
	Correction for RSRP and RSRQ accuracy requirements in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT,  LG Electronics, Alcatel-Lucent


in principle agreed

5.5
Multi-standard radio Base Station RF requirements for non-contiguous spectrum deployments

5.5.1
BS Conformance test
[MSR_NC-Perf]

R4-113325:
Test configurations for non-contiguous MSR operation
NSN
Approval

· Propose further details on how to define test configurations for non-contiguous operation and provide text proposal to TS 37.141.

Proposals: “

(1) Propose a set of sub-block sizes and sub-block gap sizes for different declared maximum supported RF bandwidth, operation with/without GSM.

(2) For MSR non-contiguous operation, propose to have similar test configurations generation as for the MSR contiguous.”

=>
Noted

R4-113403:
On transmitter test configuration 

Huawei 
Approval

· Provide consideration on the principles for the generation of test configuration.

· Give some discussion on how to allocate the bandwidth to sub-blocks and gaps for different declared RF bandwidths.

Proposal: “

(1) Agree on the principle of “The gap size should be not less than the size of any sub-block for transmitter test” on test configuration to be added in TR 37.802.”

=>
Noted

R4-113582:
Non-contiguous test configurations for LTE and UTRA 
Ericsson 
Discussion
· Suggest simpler test configurations and mappings to requirements for the UTRA and/or LTE test cases and all the details are considered.

=>
Noted

Discussion on R4-113325, R4-113402, R4-113582:

· Ericsson: How to move forward on this?

· NTT DoCoMo: Agree with Ericsson to pursue most stringent test cases. Which one is more stringent, CACLR or 5 MHz gap?

· Ericsson: Linearity of PA is the issue. For narrow gaps, CACLR does add up.

· Alcatel-Lucent: Agree with Ericsson, should also add GSM test cases. ACLR is more stringent, additional parameters should be added.

· NSN: GSM should be added. We should agree on contiguous or non-contiguous on declared parameters, and also consider most stringent cases.

· Huawei: GSM should be included. Image suppression is difficult on UEs, but no problem for base stations. 

· Vodafone: Regarding 5 MHz transmitter blocks, 30-40 MHz limit is in conflict with Ericsson paper.

· Ericsson: Difficult to design general principles.

· Huawei: Agree with 5 MHz Tx blocks.

· Ericsson: Should agree on UTRA and LTE at this meeting.

· NSN: Agree. Generation of test cases should be inline with GSM.

Way Forward:

1. Should GSM be included? Yes, but will deal with it in next meeting.

2. Should gap be smaller than block size? No.

3. 4 carriers to be activated? Yes for receivers.

4. TC7 vs. NTC1a, etc? TBD

R4-113583:
Non-contiguous test configurations for LTE and UTRA 

Ericsson
Rel-10 CR
· Add test conffigurations for E-UTRA and UTRA to TR 37.802

=>
Noted

R4-113584:
Compatibility of test configurations with channel raster 
Ericsson 
Discussion

· Explain the problem that compatibility with channel rasters was not fully considered when the test configurations were designed.

· Suggest a way forward.

Proposals: “

(1) The RF bandwidth may be shifted by up to 100 kHz from the placement in subclause 4.9.2, i.e. from BRFBW , MRFBW,  TRFBW.

(2) A note is added clarifying that some care must be taken when declaring the RF bandwidth.

(3) For TC4a the UTRA carriers in the middle aremay be shifted down by 100 kHz to align the GSM and UTRA channel rasters.

(4) The minimum carrier separation between UTRA and GSM is 2.6 MHz and between LTE and GSM is Bwchannel/2+100 kHz.”

Discussion:

· NSN: Changes on 4.9.1 is enough.

· Ericsson: Offline

=>
Noted

R4-113404:
On conformance testing for MSR_NC 
Huawei

Discussion
· Provide dicussion on the using of test configuration and declared parameter.

Proposals: “

(1) NC test configuration using the parameters of non-contiguous spectrum shall be used for the gap requirements

(2) For the other requirements existing method of TC for contiguous spectrum use both the parameters of non-contiguous spectrum and the parameters of contiguous spectrum.”

Discussion:

· NSN: Should agree which test configurations to be used first.

· Ericsson: One set of parameters is not related to other sets. Hard to determine which is more difficult. Other impacts also to be investigated, such as receiver, and ON/Off configuration for transmitters. Each requirement should be tested for both contiguous and non-contiguous configurations.

=>
Noted

R4-113405:
Correction of receiver conformance testing 
Huawei

Rel-9 CR

· Add the description to clarify that signal generator shall set up according to the applicable test configuration in clause 5 to TS 37.141.

=>
Agreed

New Tdoc for Rel-10 Cat A CR: R4-113870 CR #76

R4-113870:
Correction of receiver conformance testing
Huawei

Rel-10 CR

· Add the description to clarify that signal generator shall set up according to the applicable test configuration in clause 5 to TS 37.141.

=>
Agreed

R4-113402:
Update of receiver test configuration for MSR_NC

Huawei 
Approval
· Provide text proposal on receiver test configuration based on existing test configuration for contiguous MSR of TS 37.141.

Discussion:

· Ericsson: Need further discussion.

· NSN: Same comment

=>
Noted

R4-113406:
TP for TS 37.141 clause 6.6.4: ACLR 
Huawei 
Approval

· Provide text proposal on ACLR test on TS 37.141

Proposals: “

(1) The test for requirement applies outside the RF bandwidth edge is kept unchanged.

(2) The mothod of test and test requirements for sub-block gap are introduced.

(3) The test requirement is updated for MSR_NC.NC test configuration using the parameters of non-contiguous spectrum shall be used for the gap requirements.”

Discussion:

· NSN: General comments, we need to agree on ACLR, Transmitter intermodulation, etc. on principles first. 

· Huawei: Should proceed in parallel, as those are isolated issues only.

· Ericsson: Same comments relate to the following 3 papers by Huawei (3408, 3407, 3409). Propose to create co-sourced CRs to address those issues together. Ericsson volunteers to coordinate.

=>
Noted 

R4-113408:
TP for TS 37.141 clause 7.4: In-band selectivity and blocking 
Huawei 
Approval
· Provide text proposal on in-band selectivity and blocking test of TS 37.141.

=>
Noted

R4-113407:
TP for TS 37.141 clause 6.7: Transmitter intermodulation 

Huawei 
Approval

· Provide text proposal on transmitter intermodulation test of TS 37.141.

Proposals: “

(1) The test for requirement applies outside the RF bandwidth edge is kept unchanged.

(2) The mothod of test and test requirements for sub-block gap are introduced.

(3) The test requirement is updated for MSR_NC.

=>
Noted

R4-113409:
TP for TS 37.141 clause 7.7: Receiver intermodulation 
Huawei 
Approval

· Provide text proposal on receiver intermodulation test of TS 37.141

=>
Noted

R4-113359:
Considerations on Passive Intermodulation for MSR NC
Alcatel-Lucent
Discussion

· Investigate the impact of PIM products caused by multi-carriers transmission in MSR NC BS to the BS receiver, both in turn of real-life network deployment and standards requirement / testing.

· Show that the 3rd order PIM products caused by mixing of multi-carriers with certain large RF bandwidth in some bands will fall within the BS receive band causing receiver desensitization.

· Provide some possible remedies for preventing the PIM distortion in the BS receiver.

· Clarify that the PIM issues should not have impact on the existing BS RF requirements / tests specified in the standards.

=>
Noted

R4-113589:
CR for Passive Intermodulation (PIM) for MSR-NC BS 

Ericsson
Rel-10 CR

· Add an Annex to the TR with a description of the PIM problem. 

· Introduce a note for the reference sensitivity requirement in TR 37.802.

Discussion:

· Telecom Italia: Ref sensitivity proposal is not in agreement with WI description. On Annex C TP, further elaboration should be included from Alcatel-Lucent paper. Some description on current situation of PIM is not included. 

· Huawei: Please clarify power value on C 2.2.1.

· Ericsson:  Currently PIM issues are not addressed so this is a place holder. No current requirements are in place so there are no issues on touching the current requirements or not. Power value on Huawei question will be checked offline. 

· Huawei: Is this active intermodulation, or passive?

· Ericsson: Need to double check.

=>
Noted

R4-113918:
Test configurations for MSR-NC
Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, Vodafone

Approval
=>
Agreed

5.6
Maintenance of operating bands

5.6.1
E1900 maintenance
[E1900]

	R4-113602
	Discussion
	Results for missing requirements for Band XXV 
	ST-Ericsson/Ericsson


QC: the assumption is the same duplexer as band 2 and don’t think this a reasonable assumption. 

In addition to the insertion loss other aspects need to be consider otherwise it is difficult to conduct conclusions from these simulations assumptions.

QC: what are the simulations assumptions?

E///: Increased insertion loss. 1.5dB relaxed sensitivity for band 25.

E///: welcomes results from other companies.

QC: will prepare results for Athens meeting thus it was important to understand the simulations assumptions from E///.

Status: Noted
	R4-113504
	Approval
	MOP and REFSENS for Band XXV
	NTT DOCOMO


QC: we can not separate refsens and max power. They are both related. The requirements should be agreed in the same time.

NTT Docomo: when LTE specs were introduced, QC showed concern on , then it proposed to sacrify duplexer isolation then refsens was further relaxed. 

The current assumption on the insertion loss is ???
( we can relax the max power.

QC: MOP tolerance. Band 2 and 25 duplexers are compared. They compared the worst of one with the best part of the other. 

- different values for insertion loss and isolation are used based on which requirement is discussed.

E///: in LTE there a number of bands extra allowed tolerance.

Status: Noted
	R4-113505
	CR
	MOP lower tolerance for Band XXV
	NTT DOCOMO


Qualcomm: cannot agree , 

STE: can support . 

NTT Docomo: can wait till next meeting  then . 


- Is the intention is to have this for LTE as well. 

Q do not want to match between LTE and WCDMA so this is different . 

Status: revised in 3800
	R4-113800
	CR
	MOP lower tolerance for Band XXV
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: noted 
	R4-113515
	Discussion
	Simulation of DC-HSUPA receiver characteristics for Band XXV
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Withdrawn 

	R4-113516
	CR
	Spurious emissions due to DC-HSUPA for Band XXV
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Withdrawn 

	R4-113517
	CR
	Maximum UE output power for Band XXV
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Withdrawn 

5.6.2
S band ATC maintenance
[S_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS]

	R4-113736
	CR
	Updating BS Coexistence table for Band 23 in 25.104
	DBSD


Status: Revised in 3834

	R4-113834
	CR
	Updating BS Coexistence table for Band 23 in 25.104
	DBSD


Status: In principle agreed 

	R4-113737
	CR
	Updating BS Coexistence table for Band 23 in 25.141
	DBSD


Status: Revised in 3835

	R4-113835
	CR
	Updating BS Coexistence table for Band 23 in 25.141
	DBSD


Status: In principle agreed
5.7
Others (Maintenance of closed WIs in Rel-10)

5.7.1
Maintenance for the core requirements in Release-10

	R4-113480
	CR
	Correction to UL MIMO 
	ZTE


Huawei: beside the editorial changes, the only change is a new tale is added in section 6.2.2B. is that the correct understanding ?

ZTE: Yes and the And also in the applicability at beginning.

Huawei: why it is needed to add this table ?

ZTE: Seems to be easier for understanding.

Huawei: This a significant change and would like to have time to look at this table.

ALU: why it should not apply to single antenna port?

ZTE: this is the understanding and the table is added to clarify this understanding,
( Issues are sorted offline. Document can be agreed

Status: noted
	R4-113537
	Discussion
	UE behaviours in DRX for SCC measurements with deactivated SCell
	NTT DOCOMO
	


 Renesas: No-CA case, we agree with the paper. For CA case, measurement gap in case A for eg. the gap would be short. Case B-2 would have the similar situation.

 docomo: We need to consider relationship between on-duration and DRX for the conditions pointed by Renesas.

Noted

	R4-113538
	CR
	Correction of UE interruption requirements for SCell/ SCC measurements in DRX
	NTT DOCOMO
	noted


 ALU: The note proposed to be removed in the CR seems useful 'guideline' to UE vendors.

 docomo: We don't need to specify functional behavior in TS36.133.

noted

	R4-113539
	CR
	Alignment of terminology for SCell measurement cycle
	NTT DOCOMO
	


 Ericsson: The sentence in section 8.3.3.2 seems confusing.

 ALU: TS36.331 has default value to be used.

revised in 3910

	R4-113910
	CR
	Alignment of terminology for SCell measurement cycle
	NTT DOCOMO
	


Agreed

	R4-113479
	CR
	Correction to RRC connection mobility control in CA
	ZTE
	


 ALU: Whether "Pcell" should be applied rather than "the primary cell"?

revised in 3881

	R4-113881
	CR
	Correction to RRC connection mobility control in CA
	ZTE
	


Agreed
5.7.1.1
Reselection from UTRAN to EUTRAN

	R4-113500
	Discussion
	Measurement results for Cell Reselection from UTRAN to EUTRAN
	TeliaSonera
	


 Qualcomm: We still need to understand actual mechanism why the re-selection has not happened or what is the substantial problem there. Was that a ping-pong between the RATs or short transmission to E-UTRA or something else?

 TeliaSonera: It is a complicated story but we have showed after 36 second, nothing happened in our experiment as explained in the paper.

 Renesas: In order to achieve 'robust' cell reselection scheme (as much as possible), we should concentrate on the solutions but not too much concentrate on what is the 'typical' application scenarios.

 Ericsson: We have agreed in a plenary that we wouldn't set requirements for state transitions.

Noted

	R4-113523
	Discussion
	Further consideration on cell reselection requirements for higher priority layer
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	noted


 Renesas: We agree with Prop.3. For Prop.2, (considering the events happen in the '1 second, period'), in principle not so bat but we need to understand the benefit of the proposal. For Prop.1, seems it has already been covered by TS36.307.

 Huawei: For Prop.1, what is the assumed measurement quality? 

 Ericsson: We don't see benefit in prop.2 since it is a requirement for 're-selection'.

Noted

	R4-113524
	CR
	Correction to cell reselection requirements for higher priority layer
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	


revised in 3911

	R4-113911
	CR
	Correction to cell reselection requirements for higher priority layer
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	


revised in 3926

	R4-113926
	CR
	Correction to cell reselection requirements for higher priority layer
	Qualcomm Incorporated


NTT docomo: What happens in case of 1.28 second DRX cycle?

Qualcomm: Regardless of the DRX cycle, UE may carry out immediate search.

Revised in 3934

	R4-113934
	CR
	Correction to cell reselection requirements for higher priority layer
	Qualcomm Incorporated


( Email approval
in principle agreed

	R4-113686
	CR
	Improvement of higher priority reselection
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
	noted


 NTT docomo: " Treselection time". requirements are specified in a RAN2 spec for idle mode.

 Renesas: The subject was discussed in the discussion paper at the last RAN4 meeting and would not conflict with the RAN2 specification.

 Qualcomm: The aim of Treselection is to avoid ping-pong behavior based on an instantaneous measurement. 

Noted

	R4-113687
	CR
	Improvement of higher priority reselection
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
	noted


Noted

	R4-113444
	LS out
	Draft LS reply on Cell reselection from UMTS to high priority LTE
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	noted


Noted

5.7.1.2
Maintenance of intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40)

	R4-113691
	Approval
	BS TR for CA WI, TR 36.808, V1.6.0
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: in principle approved

	R4-113742
	Approval
	TR36.807V1.6.0
	Motorola solutions


Status: in principle approved

	R4-113793
	CR
	Clarification of  bandwidth class for non-CA operating bands
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


QC: will this mean that for CA class A the requirements will be identical to rel-8 non CA requirements?

Renesas: Yes
QC: we need to be careful. We should make sure this is the understanding but also we need to make sure they are not new requirements. 

Nokia: the issue is that RAN2 at first introduced classes only to be used in the CA cases and now they start using them also for non-CA cases.

The issue is in the RAN2 specifications.

E///: needs more though before agreeing it.

Status: noted
	R4-113752
	Discussion
	Comments on MPR for non-contiguous allocations
	Motorola Mobility


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-113681
	CR
	Intra-band contiguous CA EVM
	Nokia


QC: has concerns about moving EVM requirements from single carrier to multi carrier. 

Would like to study the effect of the wider bandwidths in the PA performance.

Nokia: is it acceptable to QC to revise the CR such that the brackets are introduced back as they were in annex B?

QC: can see this offline.

E///: need also to consider the use of different Tx architectures on EVM. At least maintain the square bracket but not sure this helps.

Agilent: the key issue is if the component are considered independent or not.

E///: one of the options is to test the component independently.

QC: can you elaborate on the different Tx architecture.

E///: for rel8 we assumed location of Io. this is different for inter band CA so if UE has poor Io rejection this could be an issue since it is difficult to locate this Io hence their option is to test one carrier . also we need to test freq error between two carrier so this is an issue.

Agilent: testing independently is not ideal but there is a difference between having both transmitters enabled and testing in the main time. -> suggests having both transmitters enabled but without the need to simultaneously demodulate both.
R&S: one option is to measure independently but 

For the time being one carrier has to comply to the rel-8 requirements but need ti think on how to …

Status: revised in 3857
	R4-113857
	CR
	Intra-band contiguous CA EVM
	Nokia


In principle agreed

	R4-113681
	CR
	Intra-band contiguous CA EVM
	Nokia


Status: In principle agreed.

	R4-113489
	Approval
	TP for 36.807: Section 6.5.2.1 In-band emission for intra-band contiguous carrier aggregation
	ZTE


come back  to this in next meeting with a joint meeting

Status: Noted
	R4-113490
	CR
	CR for 36.101: In-band emission for intra-band contiguous carrier aggregation
	ZTE


Status: Noted
	R4-113668
	CR
	Intra-band contiguous CA MPR requirement refinement
	Nokia


LGE: how does this refer to multi cluster?

Nokia: this is not about multi-cluster

Status: in principle agreed
	R4-113662
	Discussion and decision
	Carrier Aggregation Network signaling aspects
	Nokia, NSN


NTT: this is RAN2 signalling issue. How to handle it ?

There are two options: send and LS to RAN2 or Nokia will rise a RAN2 CR.

QC: this is not a new requirement but a change to the MPR table.

We should not apply this to class A.

Do not change rel-8.

Nokia: no new requirement. we will have the AMPR to solve the issue. 

Yes agree it does not apply to class A.

E///: also have preference for option 1.

If we want to draft a LS to RAN2, then it can be kept general while making cear what RAN4 wants. RAN2 can take decision on how to implement it.

NTT: support E/// comment.

Decision: option 1 + LS to be sent to RAN2.

Status: Noted
	R4-113501
	Discussion
	Intra-band contiguous CA RX requirements
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd., Nokia


Status: Noted
	R4-113502
	CR
	Corrections to intra-band contiguous CA RX requirements
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Nokia


Status: in principle agreed
	R4-113625
	Discussion
	The upper limit of PCMAX and the PHR
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Interdigital: concerns with the CR.

Status: Noted
	R4-113626
	CR
	The upper limit of PCMAX
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-113381
	Discussion
	Discussion on Pcmax,c and Pcmax
	Mediatek inc


Interdigital: Agree with the technical merit of the paper and is ok of either solution.

Send an LS to RAN1 and then they decide if there is a problem or not. Sending this to RAN2 asking for change is may be a bit of a hurry.

Motorola Mobility: don’t think we need to send an LS to RAN1. RAN1 already recognise the issue.

Status: noted
	R4-113382
	LS out
	Draft LS on Pcmax for uplink interband CA
	Mediatek inc


Mediatek: There is a typo in top of the LS, it should be rel-11 not rel-10.

Interdig: we need to replace rel-10 by rel-11 every where when talking about .. 

For example in the action for rAn1 and ran2.
Status: Noted
	R4-113663
	Discussion
	Intra-band CA Power control
	Nokia


Qualcomm: we only consider single cc?

Nokia: Yes this is correct.

Ericsson: in test case when we do 2 CCs will the test be aware a signal is transmitted on the 2nd CC? Would this be considered in the test?

Nokia: we do not go that far so the question you raised is how to test system - but this contributrion does not acctually .

Qualcomm:  if there is an imbalance in power will this be a problem? or should the two CCs have the same power?

Ericsson agrees this is a relevant issue.

Nokia: proposes to agree proposal 1 and 2 now and then look at proposal 3 for later until we have better understanding. 

Way forward:

- Approval by the group of proposals 1 and 2.

- Consider proposal 3 for future consideration.

Status: Noted
	R4-113664
	CR
	Intra-band CA Power control
	Nokia


A CR will presented in the next meeting taking into account the agreements in 3663

Status: Noted
	R4-113670
	Discussion
	CA UE to UE Co-existence
	Nokia


NTT docomo and KDDI: want time to check.

Status: noted
	R4-113669
	CR
	CA UE to UE Co-existence
	Nokia


Brings some valid points. There is a need to do some change already to rel-10.

For bands 39 and 33, it should also satelled for earlier bands also.

Status: noted
	R4-113891
	Discussion
	Comments on MPR for non-contiguous allocations
	Motorola Mobility


It is true that for the extreme cases, you can 

But then we considered the fact what CA is used for ? it is used for the purpose of a UE can have very wide BW transmission and high

This excluded 1+1 RB. Thus it excludes the case where the MPR 

Yes there will be low MPR but for cases not of interests for CA.

LG: 

QC: yes it good to optimize and try to minimize the required MPR. But we should not over optimize.

Noted

	R4-113398
	CR
	Band 41 SCH_RP threshold for E-UTRAN FDD-TDD inter frequency measurements using autonomous gaps
	Clearwire
	


Withdrawn

5.7.1.2.1
Intra-band CA Power Control

5.7.1.2.2
Intra-band CA Transmit modulations quality excluding EVM

5.7.1.2.3
Intra-band CA spurious emissions UE Co-existence

5.7.2
Maintenance for the performance requirements in Release-10

5.7.2.1
Carrier Aggregation for LTE

	R4-113426
	Discussion
	Issues on CA demodulation and simulation results
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	


Noted

	R4-113339
	Approval
	TR36.808: BS performance requirements agreements
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


Agreed

	R4-113731
	Discussion
	Simulation results for LTE CA performance requirements
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	


revised in 3848

	R4-113848
	Discussion
	Simulation results for LTE CA performance requirements
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
	noted


Noted

	R4-113558
	Discussion
	Further impairment results for CA BS PUCCH format 3
	CATT
	


Noted

	R4-113361
	Discussion
	Updated Ideal Simulation Results for PUCCH Format 1b with Channel Selction
	Alcatel-Lucent
	noted


Noted

	R4-113363
	Discussion
	Practical Simulation Results for PUCCH Format 1b with Channel Selction
	Alcatel-Lucent
	noted


Noted

	R4-113362
	Discussion
	Updated Ideal Simulation Results for PUCCH Format 3
	Alcatel-Lucent
	noted


Noted

	R4-113364
	Discussion
	Practical Simulation Results for PUCCH Format 3
	Alcatel-Lucent
	noted


Noted

	R4-113342
	Discussion
	Updated IM simulation results for CA PUCCH format 3 performance
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	noted


Noted

	R4-113343
	Information
	Summary of final simulation results for CA PUCCH performance
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


revised in 3862

	R4-113862
	Information
	Summary of final simulation results for CA PUCCH performance
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


revised in 3885

	R4-113885
	Information
	Summary of final simulation results for CA PUCCH performance
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	noted


Noted

	R4-113586
	Discussion
	Structure of performance requirements for PUCCH
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


 Huawei: If we test three items in a single test, it would equivalently relax the requirements. The current structure should be kept.

 NSN: We also have concern to unify the test as proposed.

 ALU: We share the concern raised by NSN and Huawei.

 Ericsson: (As explained in the presentation) we will see a single scenario in the real life.

 Huawei: In the conformance test, we need to check the performances of a BS.

Noted

	R4-113341
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


revised in 3861

	R4-113861
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


revised in 3884

	R4-113884
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


Agreed

	R4-113340
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


revised in 3860

	R4-113860
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


revised in 3883

	R4-113587
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


[revised in 3883]

Noted

	R4-113883
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	


Agreed

	R4-113438
	CR
	CR for TS36.141:  Test method for PUCCH format3 with 16A/N bit
	Huawei
	


revised in 3894

	R4-113894
	CR
	Test method for PUCCH format3 with 16A/N bit
	Huawei
	


In principle agreed
	R4-113588
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


Noted

	R4-113466
	Discussion
	Discussion on RF impairments of intra-band carrier aggregation
	Motorola Mobility
	noted


 Renesas: How do we get EVM of 6.3%?

 Motorola: It is a consequence of all the components and cannot be derived from separate elements.

 Qualcomm: "-25dBc" is a minimum requirement and there should be a margin. 

 NEC: Prop. 1 and 2 would reduce the additional margin for CA.

 Huawei: The proposal discusses additional margin onto existing one in rel-8 specs.

Noted

	R4-113783
	Discussion
	Considerations of RF Impairments for CA demodulation requirement
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	noted


 NEC: How many additional margin is expected when we assume 'power imbalance'?

 Qualcomm: It would depend on the scenario we will apply.

 Motorola: "Frequency error" may impact the performance as analyzed our tdoc. 17:30:17: 

Noted

	R4-113526
	Discussion
	Additional UE demodulation test scenario for CA soft buffer issue
	NTT DOCOMO
	


revised in 3806

	R4-113806
	Discussion
	Additional UE demodulation test scenario for CA soft buffer issue
	NTT DOCOMO
	noted


 Motorola: We don't think we need to introduce the test since it is an apparent feature.

 Qualcomm: The aim of the test is not to check the feature but the impact caused by the soft buffer limitation.

 Renesas: SNR in the contribution is so high and would not be tested in practice.

 NEC: Looking at the simulation results, we see performance difference caused by with and w/o the soft buffer limitation.

 Intel: Looking at the test conditions in Table-1, we wonder Category 4 UE would be impacted.

Noted

	R4-113639
	CR
	Removal of redundant test for sustained data-rate
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


Withdrawn

	R4-113481
	CR
	CA downlink Performance Requirements
	ZTE
	


 Renesas: We have already introduced similar classifications for the demodulation requirements.

Withdrawn

	R4-113796
	Approval
	DwPTS TBS correction proposals for R.30-1 TDD and other RMCs
	CATT
	


 Renesas: Do we need to re-done the simulations for TDD?

 CATT: Foreseen impact by this change would be small.

 Huawei: The proposal is reasonable.

Agreed

	R4-113470
	Discussion
	Simulation result for downlink CA demod requirement (TDD)
	Samsung
	


Noted

	R4-113557
	Discussion
	Initial Simulation for TDD CA UE Demodulation requirements
	CATT
	noted


Noted

	R4-113393
	Discussion
	Simulation results of CA PDSCH demodulation tests
	Intel Corporation
	revised in 3831


Noted

	R4-113831
	Discussion
	Simulation results of CA PDSCH demodulation tests
	Intel Corporation
	noted


Noted

	R4-113712
	Discussion
	LTE-A UE simulation results of PDSCH for CA
	LG Electronics
	noted


Noted

	R4-113721
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA demodulation requirements
	Fujitsu
	noted


Noted

	R4-113724
	Discussion
	Simulation results for 20MHz CA UE demodulation tests
	NEC
	noted


Noted

	R4-113383
	Discussion
	Discussion on intra-band contiguous CA demodulation requirements
	Mediatek inc
	noted


Noted

	R4-113782
	Discussion
	Demodulation requirements for carrier aggregation
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	noted


Noted

	R4-113467
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA UE performance requirements
	Motorola Mobility
	


Withdrawn

	R4-113638
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA and proposed margin for test points
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	withdrawn


Withdrawn

	R4-113482
	CR
	Clarification of the intra and inter frequency measurement for CA
	ZTE
	noted


 Renesas: We think the proposed sentence would not be necessary.

 ZTE: The sentences are to make the requirements much clearer.

 Ericsson: For intra case, we don't need additional clarification. For the inter case, we need clarification considering the gaps in eg. three carrier cases.

Noted

	R4-113360
	Discussion
	Discussion on RRM Test Cases for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent
	


revised in 3797

	R4-113797
	Discussion
	Discussion on RRM Test Cases for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent
	


 Ericsson: We wonder whether we need a test cases for the hand over cases.

Noted

	R4-113540
	Discussion
	Test case proposals for CA measurements when SCell is deactivated
	NTT DOCOMO
	noted


 Ericsson: Why do we need to have separate timers of T1 and T2? Ack-Nack test with cell search would be a good idea but if it would not be tested properly, only having the cell search test would be the preferable way forward.

 Huawei: Cell search and measurement can be overlapped and no need to set separate timer of T5.

 NTT docomo: Since a scheduler in a BS could allocate control date even when a UE is in the transit period, we need to set separate timers of T1 and T2. For the multiple checking of Ack/Nack and the cell search in a single test,  we have such tests in rel-8. In UMTS, measurements period are verified, which is also useful for LTE as well. 

Noted
	R4-113541
	Discussion
	Test configurations for CA capable UEs
	NTT DOCOMO
	noted


Noted

	R4-113542
	Discussion
	List of RRM test cases for CA
	NTT DOCOMO
	noted


 Ericsson: In the core specification, if the secondary cell is not configured, the measurement should be done in the  gaps. We need to discuss this aspect specified n the core specification first.

 Qualcomm: We may need a certain period anyway to carry out the measurement.

Noted

	R4-113899
	Approval
	UE Demod ad-hoc session agreements
	NEC
	


Agreed

	R4-113901
	Approval
	Way forward on relative frequency error and additional margin for CA UE demodulation requirements
	NEC
	


withdrawn

6
Work items in release-11 and beyond

6.1
RAN4 aspects for Relays for LTE
[LTE_Relay2]

R4-113832:
TR36.826 v0.8.0 relay WI report

Ericsson
Approval

· Provide TR 36.826 v0.8.0 for Rel-10 Relay WI.

=>
Revised in R4-113851
R4-113851:
TR36.826 v0.8.0 relay WI report

Ericsson
Approval

· Provide TR 36.826 v0.8.0 for Rel-10 Relay WI.

=>
Agreed

6.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_Relay2-Core]

R4-113559:
Analysis and conclusion on co-existence study for outdoor Relay

CATT
Discussion

· Provide further analysis on the results for Relay co-existence study.

Proposals: “

(1) Reuse BS ACLR/ACS requirement for access link of Relay, mitigation scheme should be considered to avoid extremely conditions 

(2) For Relay backhaul link 33dB ACS and 43dB ALCR are recommended.”

Discussion:

· Huawei: Treat similar contributions together.

· ZTE: Same comment.

=>
Noted

R4-113571:
Co-existence simulation results for selected scenarios
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Discussion


· Provide further co-existence simulation results for simulation case 4 based on the assumptions and use cases defined in R4-113274 to complement the outdoor relay co-existence simulation results.

· The recommended ACIR values for the average and 5 percentile throughputs for the UL RN scenarios, will typically be less than 25 dB.

=>
Noted

6.1.2
RF requirements
[LTE_Relay2-Core]

R4-113410:
Relay classification
Huawei

Approval

=>
Withdrawn

R4-113411:
Discussion of Relay RF requirements
Huawei

Discussion

=>
Withdrawn

R4-113561:
TP on general part of transmitter requirements for Relay

CATT
Approval

· Provide text proposal on general description for transmitter of Relay.

Discussion:

· Huawei: Agree on access link, not agree on backhaul such as power control.

· Ericsson: Please clarify this paper against TR (3851)

· CATT: This one is for transmitter part

=>
Revised in 3919

R4-113919:
TP on general part of transmitter requirements for Relay

CATT
Approval

· Provide text proposal on general description for transmitter of Relay.

=>
Agreed

R4-113412:
Relay ACLR requirement
Huawei

Approval

· Discussed Relay Node (RN) ACLR for both access and backhaul link according to the extensive coexistence analysis.

Proposal: “…ACLR value for both RN backhaul and access link could be 45dB.”

=>
Noted

R4-113413:
Relay ACS requirement

Huawei

Approval

· Discussed Relay Node (RN) ACS for both access and backhaul link based on coexistence simulation.

Proposal: “…For both outdoor and thruwall RN, ACS value for RN access and backhaul side could be set 45dB in order to not let RN be the limiting link for coexistence.”

=>
Noted

R4-113485:
TP for relay access link ACLR and ACS in TR 36.826
ZTE
Approval

· Discuss the ACIR requirements for both outdoor and thruwall relay.

Proposal: “…Reuse the local area BS ACLR/ACS for relay access link.”

=>
Noted

R4-113486:
TP for relay backhaul link ACLR and ACS in TR 36.826
ZTE
Approval

· Discuss relay backhaul ACIR requirements for both outdoor and thruwall relay and provide corresponding text proposal on backhaul link ACLR and ACS in TR 36.826.

Proposals: “…propose to use BS ACLR and UE ACS for relay backhaul link.”

=>
Noted

Discussion on R4-113559, R4-113571, R4-113412, R4-113413, R4-113485, R4-113486:

· Ericsson: On backhaul side, simulation assumes UEs are moving with 5% UEs as criteria. For Relays they are fixed in location, 5% criteria has a slight different meaning.

· ZTE: 33 dB ACS is enough for backhaul.

· CATT/ZTE: Further discussion on margin is needed on Huawei and Ericsson papers.

· Ericsson/Huawei: Margins are OK.

· Huawei: Reuse BS spec for backhaul and access.

Way Forward:

1. 45 dB ACLR for access link and backhaul agreed.

2. 45 dB ACS (46 dB for local area) agreed for access link.

To be revised in new Tdoc number: 3873

R4-113873:
TP for Relay ACLR and ACS requirements Huawei, CATT, ZTE Approval

=>
Agreed

R4-113414:
Relay backhaul reference sensitivity
Huawei

Approval

· Provide text proposal on reference sensitivity for Relay backhual in TR 36.826.

Proposal: “…The reference sensitivity for backhaul side shall be 1dB better than that of UE (Band 1).”

Discussion:

· ZTE: More offline discussion on how to get this 1 dB value for UE.

· CATT: Similar comments as ZTE. Need more clarification why 1 dB is derived.

=>
Noted

R4-113483:
TP for relay access link output power in TR 36.826

ZTE
Approval

· Provide text proposal on relay access link output power for outdoor and thruwall scenarios in TR 36.826.

=>
Noted

R4-113484:
TP for relay backhaul link output power in TR 36.826
ZTE
Approval

· Provide text proposal on relay backhaul link output power for outdoor and thruwall scenarios in TR 36.826

=>
Noted

R4-113560:
Discussions and proposals related to output power of Relay
CATT
Approval

· Provide text proposal on output power of both Relay access and backhaul link.

=>
Noted

Discussion on R4-113483, R4-113484, R4-113560:

· Ericsson: Tolerance in CATT proposal is too pessimistic. High power class should be defined per antenna port basis as done in UTRA.

· Huawei: On ZTE paper, Relay classification should be defined first. Pcmax on backhaul side should be related to transmitter antenna configuration.

· Vodafone: 30 dBm power restriction should be accompanied by some scenario description.

· CATT: 2 dB used as tolerance is reasonable.

· ZTE: Please clarify high power class question？need more coexistence study?

· Ericsson: This is declared parameter and is up to relay vendors to declare. Home eNode B does not apply to relay interference case.

· CATT: pico eNode B power is defined same way.

· ZTE: More discussion needed on backhaul side. Separate Pcmax from power class.

· Ericsson: Agree that Pcmax needs further discussion.

Way Forward:

1. Lower power case could be agreed.

revised in 3874

R4-113874:
=> revised in 3925


Discussion:


Huawei: Concern on rated output power.

R4-113925:
TP for TR 36.826 on relay output power: lower power case ZTE Approval

=>
Agreed

R4-113487:
TP for relay access link signal quality
ZTE
Approval

· Discuss the transmitted signal quality including error vector magnitude (EVM) and time alignment between transmitter branches in Relay access link.

Proposal: “…Reuse the EVM and TAE specification in TS 36.104 for Relay access link.” 

Discussion:

· Ericsson: Editorial comments, should reuse EVM and time alignment text from base station as references..

=>
revised in 3875.

R4-113875:
=>
Agreed

R4-113488:
TP for the operating band unwanted emission requirement in TR 36.826
ZTE
Approval

· Discuss the operating band unwanted emission for relay.

Proposal: “

(1) For the 24 dBm output power, reuse the operating band unwanted emission of local area BS in TS36.104 to specify that of relay.

(2) For the 30 dBm output power, use a set of new parameters to specify the operating band unwanted emission of relay.” 

Discussion:

· Huawei: Cat A or B should be defined.

=>
revised in 3876 for low power class case.

R4-113876:
=>
Agreed

6.1.3
RRM (Radio Resource Management) aspect
[LTE_Relay2-Core]

6.1.4
Performance aspect
[LTE_Relay2-Perf]

	R4-113577
	Discussion
	Simulation results for R-PDCCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


revised in 3869

	R4-113869
	Discussion
	Simulation results for R-PDCCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


Noted

	R4-113562
	Discussion
	Initial ideal simulation results for R-PDCCH
	CATT
	


Noted

	R4-113427
	Discussion
	Simulation assumptions and results for R-PDCCH
	Huawei
	


Ericsson: The proposal would exclude some possible UE implementation which would not be preferable.

Noted

	R4-113576
	Approval
	Further discussion on Simulation scenarios and assumptions for R-PDCCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	noted


Noted

	R4-113428
	Approval
	36.826 TP: on R-PDCCH performance requirements
	Huawei
	noted


Noted

	R4-113921
	Approval
	Working assumptions for Relay R-PDCCH performance
	Huawei, Ericsson, CATT
	agreed


In principle approved
6.2
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation

	R4-113415
	Discussion
	Consideration of intra-band Carrier Aggregation WIs
	Huawei,  HiSilicon


Nokia: ACM should be considered first

Huawei: ACM should be at first 

Noted

6.2.1
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40)

6.2.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_CA-Core]

	R4-113563
	Discussion
	Further Discussion on CA UE time mask requirements
	CATT


Chair: not clear what combinations do we need to test. We need to list all the possible combination that are feasible as we will receive the request from RAN5 .

Nokia: what is the current specification mean ?

Noted

	R4-113679
	Discussion
	MPR for multi-cluster transmission with in a single carrier UL
	Nokia


Withdrawn 

	R4-113713
	Approval
	Way forward on the MPR mask of multi-cluster simultaneous transmission for LTE-A
	LG Electronics


Nokia, Renesas: …
Qualcomm: you express that there is a need of a new PA model. Can you elaborate more ?

LG: refer to reference number 1 about the PA.
Status: noted
	R4-113784
	Discussion
	Multi-cluster MPR for CA Bandwidth Class A
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-113785
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 Multi-cluster MPR for CA Bandwidth Class A
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
6.2.1.2
UE (core) 
[LTE_CA-Core]
	R4-113917
	Approval
	WF on the multi-clustered simultaneous transmission for CA in Rel-11
	LG Electronics


( Email approval
in principle agreed

6.2.1.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[LTE_CA-Core]

	R4-113491
	Discussion
	Small Carrier at CA Channel Edge
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-113564
	CR
	Correction to section 5.6
	CATT


E///: the term “aggregate transmission Bandwidth configuration” is not used in the BS specs. Thus it is not needed 

CATT: the terminology is needed. There was a discussion last meeting to define the terminology but couldn’t find the definition. 

( the terminology should be added to the spec.

Way forward: way forward is term not used in bs specification - leave figure unchanged
Status: Noted

	R4-113565
	CR
	Correction to section 5.6
	CATT


Way forward: way forward is term not used in bs specification - leave figure unchanged

Status: Noted
6.2.1.4
RRM aspect (Core part) 
[LTE_CA-Core]

	R4-113460
	CR
	Clarification of TDD uplink-downlink subframe configurations applicability for RSTD measurement in CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	


Ericsson: Do we need to specify the configuration separately as proposed?

Huawei: In TDD mode, the configurations are different from inter and intra.

Ericsson: We seek the way where common or simplified configurations are applied.

revised in 3914

	R4-113914
	CR
	Clarification of TDD uplink-downlink subframe configurations applicability for RSTD measurement in CA
	Huawei,HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	


Agreed

	R4-113461
	CR
	CR on UE interruption requirements in SCC measurements with de-activated SCell when common DRX is used
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	


revised in 3893

	R4-113893
	CR
	CR on UE interruption requirements in SCC measurements with de-activated SCell when common DRX is used
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	


 NTT docomo: The proposal seems confusing. Our proposal in tdoc 3538 tried to clarify the requirements.

 Renesas: We need further discussion how to elaborate the requirements in conjunction with DRX cases.

revised in 3924

	R4-113924
	CR
	CR on UE interruption requirements in SCC measurements with de-activated SCell when common DRX is used
	Huawei, HiSilicon, NTT DOCOMO, Nokia, Renesas, Alcatel-Lucent


e-mail approval

6.2.1.5
RRM aspect  (Performance part)
[LTE_CA-Perf]

	R4-113443
	Discussion
	Further discussion on CA test cases
	Huawei, HiSilicon


 NTT docomo: We need to discuss the complete test cases first.

 Ericsson: For eg. we should consider eICIC aspect before conclude specific Test Cases.

 ALU, Qualcomm, Renesas: Agree with previous speakers.

Noted

	R4-113457
	CR
	Meausurement reporting test cases for E-UTRA FDD SCC with deactivated SCell when no common DRX is used
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Noted
	R4-113462
	CR
	Meausurement reporting test cases for E-UTRA FDD SCC with deactivated SCell when common DRX is used
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	


Withdrawn

	R4-113463
	CR
	E-UTRAN FDD RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the PCC and neighbouring cells on the configured SCC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	


Noted

	R4-113464
	CR
	E-UTRAN TDD RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the PCC and neighbouring cells on the configured SCC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	noted


Noted

	R4-113458
	CR
	CR on measurement accuracy test cases for CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	noted


noted
6.2.1.6
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_CA-Perf]

	R4-113683
	Discussion
	Further considerations on CA frequency error
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
	noted


 R&S: The measurement accuracy (relative one) should be proportional to the absolute frequency of the measured signal.

 Huawei, ST-Ericsson: We also need to consider the impact to RAN5 specifications.

 NEC: Impact to the UE performance should be studied by simulations.

 Intel: According to our simulation results (as well as in the results provided by Renesas), we cannot apply frequency error correction in the base band.

 NEC: We will elaborate a way forward document capturing the simulation conditions (freq. error range etc.) this week.

Noted

	R4-113661
	Approval
	Further discussion and way forward on DTX detection of PUCCH format 2
	NTT DOCOMO
	noted


 NSN: In rel-8, there are several optional requirements which are not popular in practice (operators requested though). We should carefully consider the necessity of introducing the new mandatory requirements.

 Ericsson: We need to check the gain (or loss) vs. cost in terms of CQI miss detection  aspect. 

 NTT docomo: The detection performance is important to get the system reliable. For the mandatory-optional discussion, optional requirements would be a possible option we will take.

 ALU: We second the comments from NSN and Ericson. Need to check the benefit by introducing the proposed requirements.

Noted

	R4-113684
	Discussion
	PDSCH simulation assumptions for CA demodulation with imbalance
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
	noted


Noted

	R4-113904
	Discussion
	Way forward for CA frequency difference error
	Anritsu
	revised in 3933


 Renesas: Is 30Hz for eg. assume 1ms measurement period?

 Anritsu: Yes.

 NEC: The prop. 2 is assuming fixed feq error but not phase error contained.

revised in 3933

	R4-113933
	Discussion
	Way forward for CA frequency difference error
	Anritsu


( Email approval

R&S: Not happy with the analysis in the document, take offline discussion out of the approval

Anritsu: Clarified that proposal is for intra-band CA

R&S: TE uncertainties not agreed. The specification of test tolerances should happen in RAN5 and not be precluded

NEC: Consider LS to RAN5 asking for TE uncertainties. Agree Proposal 2 and note the Tdoc

Ericsson/ST Ericsson, Huawei, Qualcomm: Agree with NEC, agree Proposal 2 and note the Tdoc.

Renesas: Proposal 1 and Proposal 2 coupled, but TE vendors can evaluate the related analysis regardless

Agilent: Agree with Proposal 2. Leave uncertainty to RAN5. Not happy with assumption that frequency difference error scales with frequency difference. If CA deployments assume relative freq error requirement, state in eNB spec. If the carriers are frequency locked, the frequency error will scale with the ratio (not the difference) of the carrier frequencies. This could substantially reduce the worst case error for some band combinations. If the carriers are not frequency locked then the errors are uncorrelated.
Intel: Agree that we should simulate more effect of frequency difference error. Use longer measurement time to reduce TE uncertainty. 30Hz constant frequency error may be pessimistic

Agilent: measurement interval for frequency error has to be the same as the demod period. Dominant freq error due to close in Phase noise, use Gaussian model. Since the frequency error spec is defined over 1 ms it incorporates phase noise. There is nothing in the spec to define whether the frequency error budget is made up of a fixed error and no phase noise or entirely of phase noise giving a sub-frame to sub-frame variation of 0.1ppm per carrier. For simulation purposes this meas the frequency difference could vary from a static error at one extreme to a Gaussian distribution of twice the width at the other extreme. I don’t believe that all UE receivers would react to such a variation in conditions in the same way which is why to be safe we should to study the nature of the typical error further if we are not to be caught out.
NEC: Consider frequency difference errors up to 380Hz. Consider LS to RAN5 first? Or simulate up to maybe 380Hz?

Anritsu, Ericsson/ST Ericsson: LS to RAN5 at this point will delay the process. Companies can investigate effect of Phase noise.

Proposal 1 was not agreed, but Test equipment vendors are invited to investigate proposal 1 for the next meeting.

Proposal 2 was agreed. Companies can optionally simulate also with 200Hz, 380Hz frequency difference error to assess the effect of 2 carriers using independent frequency references.

Status: Noted.

6.2.2
LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 38
[LTE_CA_B38]

6.2.2.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

	R4-113755
	Approval
	Skeleton technical report for LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 38
	Huawei, HiSilicon


In principle approved 

	R4-113754
	Approval
	Work Plan for Band 38 intra-band Carrier Aggregation WI
	Huawei, HiSilicon


QC: do you think it is reasonable to assume we reach conclusion on Co-existence in the next meeting considering that there was no contributions in this meeting ?

Huawei: yes

Chair: is this suppose AMPR excluded ?
Huawei: no, Do not exclude AMPR.

NSN: some meetings are not listed, is this mean this subject will not be trated in these meetings ?

Huawei: No

Status: revised in 3922
	R4-113922
	Approval
	Work Plan for Band 38 intra-band Carrier Aggregation WI
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Approved as way forward.

	R4-113354
	Discussion
	Considerations on deployment scenarios for CA_38
	CMCC


ALU:
- can we reuse the MSR methodology not the mask?


- what is the system gain? and in Europe we need to add 5 MHz guard band.

CMCC: 
- 5+20 is allowed in Europe so it make sense to add, then if there is a co-existance issue we need guard band, 

Qualcomm: (general comment) we need to consider if we allow every combinations that are really needed

Status: noted
	R4-113399
	Discussion
	Considerations on FDD/TDD co-existence with carrier aggregation 
	China Unicom


Presented by Huawei and No comments 

Status: Noted
6.2.2.2
UE (core)
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

6.2.2.3
BS RF (core / conformance)
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

6.2.2.4
RRM aspect 
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

6.2.2.5
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_CA_B38-Perf]

6.2.3
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_41)
[LTE_CA_B41]

	R4-113394
	Approval
	Skeleton TR for LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 41 (LTE_CA_B41) WI
	Clearwire


Approved as a temporary document 

Status: In principle approved

	R4-113395
	Approval
	Project plan for the LTE_CA_B41 WI TR
	Clearwire


In the intention is also to have 1UL intra-band CA.

Clearwire: 1 UL to start an if 2UL chip are available from vendors then consider also 2UL.

The document contains a TP and the TP was approved for the TR.

E///: no problem with the work plan itself, but sees no point capturing the work plan to be introduced in the TR.

Chair: introduce the time plan to the temporary document and when we move the test to the final document we may then judge it is not necessary.

Status: in principle approved
	R4-113396
	Approval
	List of expected changes for introducing CA in B41 
	Clearwire


This document is more for information rather then for approval.

Status: Noted
	R4-113397
	Approval
	Operating bands and bandwidths for CA in Band 41
	Clearwire


Status: in principle approved
	R4-113492
	Discussion
	Discussion on intra band carrier aggregation for LTE (CA_41)
	ZTE


Status: withdrawn
6.2.3.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

	R4-113397
	Approval
	Operating bands and bandwidths for CA in Band 41
	Clearwire


6.2.3.2
UE (core)
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

6.2.3.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

6.2.3.4
RRM aspect 
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

6.2.3.5
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_CA_B41-Perf]

6.3
Inter Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE

	R4-113416
	Discussion
	Consideration of inter-band Carrier Aggregation 
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Qualcomm: 
- table 1 does not list all the combinations. 
· High-high could be used with a duplexer but other may require Quadplexer and thus it will be hard to find a rule that addresses both cases.

Status: Noted

	R4-113417
	Approval
	Work plan for inter-band Carrier Aggregation WI
	Huawei, HiSilicon


NTT: 
- preference is for option 1.


- co-existence table: the discussion I about 1UL and 2DL CA. vendors motivation is to have co-existence table for CA mode even though CA only supports 1UL.

Huawei: the table is proposed for future study of 2UL.

Qualcomm: 2nd harmonic and relaxation and adding filter will impact single mode.
Nokia: we assume the new operator proposals will be coming in the future at different intervals. Option one is thus the only valid option.

TeliaSonera: event though 2UL is delayed we can still want to discuss it so that we do not redo everything again.

Way Forward: case per case. 

And have the framework base don option 2.

Status: In principle agreed
	R4-113493
	Approval
	Further consideration on inter-band carrier aggregation combinations
	ZTE


Nokia
- Cat C is not needed. Table is already in 36.101, having common rule for all cat is a bit premature.


- Than for class b and d needs further work .

Ericsson: 
- we need to understand rules before,


- item 2 is a little premature.

Telecom Italia:- there is desire to have a common rule but also have some flexibility and to adjust on a case by case bases ( so in this light the proposal can be accepted
Status: Noted
	R4-113499
	Approval
	Mapping of the IL for the inter-band CA categories
	TeliaSonera


Status: revised in 3836
	R4-113836
	Approval
	Mapping of the IL for the inter-band CA categories
	TeliaSonera


Status: Noted
	R4-113529
	Approval
	Way forward on insertion loss discussion for inter-band non-contiguous CA
	Telecom Italia


Status: revised in 3887
	R4-113887
	Approval
	Way forward on insertion loss discussion for inter-band non-contiguous CA
	Telecom Italia


Verizon and AT&T: supports this document.

Ericsson: before it was shared risk and we introduce shared pain.

Welcomes this proposal. But there are some thing to clarify. Does it only consider the diplexer or is also associated to other components like switches and others?
Nokia: proposals 1 and 2 seems to be acceptable.

Proposal 3: Is this formula is for all categories or only combination 3 ?

Proposal 4: no opinion.

Telecom Italia: The rule is for all band combination.

Nokia, NTT Docomo: Let start with the study with 1 UP then consider 2 ULs

Qualcomm: proposals 1 and 2 seems reasonable. 

Status: Noted
	R4-113676
	Approval
	Inter-Band CA: Method for operating band combination class A1
	Nokia


TeliaSonera: Sees no point waiting for all combinations to define the requirements. Would like to progress the work quickly.

Nokia: TeliaSonera want so speed up by approving the requirements for all from the starts but then the result can be the opposite of what Telia wants and this can delay the work.

Status: Noted
Way forward: Proposals 1 and 2 from Telecom Italia as in the conclusion section 4 are a reasonable way forward.

- Focus (prioritization) on categories A and C for the next meeting without precluding other categories from being presented.
	R4-113685
	Discussion
	Analysis of timing advance calculation schemes
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Qualcomm: Time to check

Status: Noted
	R4-113930
	Approval
	Way forward for inter-band non-contiguous CA
	Telecom Italia, Orange, NTT DoCoMo, TeliaSonera, S


( Email approval
in principle approved

6.3.1
Core part of Category A (Low-High band combination without harmonic relation between bands)

6.3.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

6.3.1.2
UE (core) 

6.3.1.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-113365
	Approval
	Harmonics and Intermodulation Products caused by LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band Combinations (4 + 17), (2 + 17) and (4 + 5)
	Alcatel-Lucent


UE side would be category B.

Chair: where should we capture all these analysis on the subject ?
ALU: When there is a TR, a TP will presented to be introduced there.

Noted

6.3.2
Core part of Category B (Low-High band combination with harmonic relation between bands)

	R4-113786
	Discussion
	Requirements for interband CA with harmonic interference
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Intel: there are also other problems, Such as PIM issue

noted

6.3.2.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

6.3.2.2
UE (core) 

6.3.2.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

6.3.3
Core part of Category C (Low-Low or High-High combination without intermodulation problem)

6.3.3.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

6.3.3.2
UE (core) 

6.3.3.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-113366
	Approval
	Harmonics and Intermodulation Products caused by LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band Combination (5 + 17)
	Alcatel-Lucent


ALU: would need to study the UE .

Noted

6.3.4
Core part of Category D  (Low-Low or High-High combination with intermodulation problem)

6.3.4.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

6.3.4.2
UE (core) 

	R4-113787
	Discussion
	UE considerations for interband uplink aggregation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Noted

6.3.4.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

6.3.5
Perf. part of Category A (Low-High band combination without harmonic relation between bands)

6.3.5.1
RRM performance aspects

6.3.5.2
UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

6.3.6
Perf. part of Category B( Low-High band combination with harmonic relation between bands)

6.3.6.1
RRM performance aspects

6.3.6.2
UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

6.3.7
Perf. part of Category C (Low-Low or High-High combination without intermodulation problem)

6.3.7.1
RRM performance aspects

6.3.7.2 UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

6.3.8
Perf. part of Category D (Low-Low or High-High combination with intermodulation problem)

6.3.8.1
RRM performance aspects

6.3.8.2
UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

6.4
UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD
[LCR_TDD_UE_demod_mc-Perf]

R4-113385:
Discussion on LCR TDD Multi-cell UE demodulation performance results

Mediatek inc

Discussion

· Discuss three areas where the TD-SCDMA multi-cell performance results may be sensitive to variation in implementation.

· Propose to consider these areas when selecting test case requirements for TD-SCDMA multi-cell performance.

Discussion:

MStar: Similar conclusion as Mediatek. 

=>
Noted

R4-113349:
Updated alignment simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance requirements
CMCC

Discussion

· Provide updated alignment simulation results of all the test cases for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance requirements.

=>
Noted

R4-113351:
Summary of alignment simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance V3.0
CMCC

Discussion

· Provide a summary of updated alignment simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance.

· According to the results, it is observed that good alignments had been achieved for almost all the test cases expecially those under fading channels.

=>
Noted

R4-113350:
Impairment simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance requirements

CMCC

Discussion

· Provide impairment simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance requirements, which are proposed to be included while setting the performance requirements in TS25.102.

=>
Noted

R4-113753:
Impairment Simulation results for UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD
ST-Ericsson
Information


· Provide some impairment simulation results of 12.2kbps and 64kbps DCH in AWGN and case 3 conditions.

=>
Noted

R4-113384:
LCR TDD Multi-cell UE demodulation performance results

Mediatek inc

Information


· Presents the simulation impairment results for the TD-SCDMA multi-cell demodulation performance.

=>
Noted

R4-113750:
Further simulation results about demodulation performance under multi-cell scenario

Marvell Switzerland
Discussion


· Provide impairment simulation results for the demodulation perforamnce based on the agreed simulation parameter of DCH under Multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD.

=>
Noted

R4-113566:
IM simulation results for UE under multiple-cell scenarios

CATT
Discussion


· Provides impairment simulation results for UE under multiple scenarios of LCR TDD according to the agreed simulation assumptions in R4-112235.

=>
Noted

R4-113867:
Summary of impairment simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance V1.0
CMCC

Information


· Provides a summary of impairment simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance.

· Suggest to define the performance requirements based on the average value and an extra 0.8dB margin.

Discussion:

· Mediatek: Offline discussion on test cases and margins needed. Need more margin for those test cases.

=>
Noted

R4-113872: 
UE demodulation performance requirements under multi-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD, way forward for CR MStar, CATT, Mediatek, ST-Ericsson, CMCC, Marvell Approval

=>
Agreed

R4-113352:
Text proposal on simulation assumptions and alignment simulation results for UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD
CMCC

Approval

· Text proposal on simulation assumptions and alignment simulation results is proposed to complete the technical report based on the agree framework and summary of current alignment simulation results.

=>
Agreed

R4-113353:
Requirements of UE demodulation performance under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD

CMCC

Rel-11 Draft CR

· Propose to introduce the requirements of UE demodulation performance under multiple-cell scenario in the technical specification for 1.28 Mcps TDD.

=>
Agreed

6.5
Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA operation
6.5.1
Core requirements
[NC_4C_HSDPA-Core]

R4-113418: 
Discussion of RF requirements for NC four carrier HSPA 
Huawei


Discussion

· Discuss some considerations of how to use the MSR-NC requirements to NC 4C-HSDPA.

Proposals: “

(2) The NC 4C-HSDPA requirements should consider the application scenarios and legacy BSs evolution problem.

(3) The feasibility of reuse MSR-NC requirements should be studied carefully and one by one for the transmitter and receiver characteristics.”

Discussion:

· ST Ericsson: WI scope should focus on single band NC. What’s the purpose of this paper?

· Huawei: Two band scenario is not excluded.

· Alcatel-Lucent: Scope of WI is for single band only. The 8C HSDPA is for dual band.

· Huawei: How to align 4C HSDPA and NC 4C HSDPA WI?

· Alcatel-Lucent: Timing delay consideration for example.

=>
Noted

R4-113494:
Handling the interferences in the NC_GAP in NC_4C_HSDPA
ZTE
Discussion

· Discuss the interference scenarios and the interference aware carrier allocation base on the possible NC_4C block configurations.

Proposals: “

(1) To decrease the power consuming and the LNA volume of a UE receiver, the LNA sharing between the two sub-carrier-blocks should be considered.

(2) The LNA sharing will result in special interference item, such as the RF interference from the Inter sub-block gap into the LNA through the stop-band may be amplified , If the special interference item may have influence on the MSR non-contiguous core requirements, and how to handle the interference item should be evaluated.”

Discussion:

· ST Ericsson: To define a baseline architecture on front-end implementation.

· Intel: Filtering might not be a good idea. Single LNA is assumed to be the approach. 

· ZTE: Kick off the discussion.

· Qualcomm: Not to exclude two separate receiver approach, according to RAN2 signalling discussion.

· Intel: Split after LNA is fine, not before LNA due to single antenna connection.

=>
Noted

R4-113615:
Work Plan for Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA Operation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson 
Discussion

· Provide an overview of the impact on RAN4 requirements and the time plan to complete the NC-4C-HSDPA requirements according to the WI completion deadline.

Discussion:

· Huawei: Should not conclude to exclude base station spec changes so early. Should we consider backward compatibility?

· Ericsson: Base station requirements are based on MSR-NC. Whole idea is not to repeat this base station requirements.

· Alcatel-Lucent: One concern on timing alignment on implementation, to consider other constraints. Also to consider other requirements other than timing.

· NSN: Need to discuss on the HSPA specification 25.104.

=>
Noted

R4-113595:
Non-contiguous carrier aggregation configurations

ST-Ericsson/Ericsson 
Discussion

· Discuss the huge amount of scenarios which can be supported by a UE in the context of non-contiguous carrier aggregation.

Proposals: “

(1) Consider a scenario which can be supported with a single receiver.

(2) Consider 1 scenario with a symmetric configuration and one scenario with an asymmetric configuration.

(3) Define requirements for all the bands based on 3 scenarios: CxC and CCxC (or CxCC). Define requirements based on these scenarios.”

Discussion:

· Qualcomm: Is this a feasibility study or Rel-11 WI? Also, is it to consider all the band combinations, or just need based?

· ST Ericsson: Need based, and future proof approach. Two scenarios will cover sufficient requirements for generic approach.

· Qualcomm: Could not agree on both proposals (1) and (2). Proposal (3) need to check workload.

· ST Ericsson: No intention to exclude two receivers. RAN2 signalling should also be considered for UE. More efficient to define limited number of scenarios based on generic requirements.

=>
Noted

R4-113596:
Non-contiguous carrier aggregation overview of UE impact



ST-Ericsson/Ericsson 
Discussion

· Discuss the impacts of non-contiguous carrier aggregation in the UE.

· Provide 12 proposals on UE RF core requirements as well as view on the possible way forward.

Discussion:

· Telecom Italia: When is the impact of the spec changes?

· ST Ericsson: Will need more time to discuss.

· Qualcomm: Editorial change on proposal 1. Ok with proposal 2. Issue with TBD on proposal 3. Proposal 5 might be different as to -22 dBm/band. Proposal 6 does not want to exclude other options. Proposal 7 depends on scenario and receiver options. Need to define scenarios first. OK with the remaining proposals. Also power imbalance is not special to NC HSDPA.

· ST Ericsson: Further offline discussion. 

=>
Noted

R4-113690: 
Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA with single receiver
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd. 
Discussion

· Discuss possible measurement events for reporting that imbalance is or is not present at the receiver input for non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA.

· Consider it necessary to have initial discussions in RAN4 and if there is agreement that such events would be beneficial for NC-4C-HSDPA then RAN4 should send an LS to RAN2 requesting the work to be started.

Discussion:

· Qualcomm: Further discussion in RAN4. Premature to send LS to RAN2 at this stage.  Also UE architecture related.

· Renesas: Single receiver does have significant challenge in RAN4.

· Ericsson: Agree with Qualcomm and need more analysis on the topic before deciding additional signalling. Existing measurement and signalling tools to be looked at too.

=>
Noted R4-113418: 
Discussion of RF requirements for NC four carrier HSPA 
Huawei


Discussion

· Discuss some considerations of how to use the MSR-NC requirements to NC 4C-HSDPA.

Proposals: “

(4) The NC 4C-HSDPA requirements should consider the application scenarios and legacy BSs evolution problem.

(5) The feasibility of reuse MSR-NC requirements should be studied carefully and one by one for the transmitter and receiver characteristics.”

Discussion:

· ST Ericsson: WI scope should focus on single band NC. What’s the purpose of this paper?

· Huawei: Two band scenario is not excluded.

· Alcatel-Lucent: Scope of WI is for single band only. The 8C HSDPA is for dual band.

· Huawei: How to align 4C HSDPA and NC 4C HSDPA WI?

· Alcatel-Lucent: Timing delay consideration for example.

=>
Noted

R4-113494:
Handling the interferences in the NC_GAP in NC_4C_HSDPA
ZTE
Discussion

· Discuss the interference scenarios and the interference aware carrier allocation base on the possible NC_4C block configurations.

Proposals: “

(3) To decrease the power consuming and the LNA volume of a UE receiver, the LNA sharing between the two sub-carrier-blocks should be considered.

(4) The LNA sharing will result in special interference item, such as the RF interference from the Inter sub-block gap into the LNA through the stop-band may be amplified , If the special interference item may have influence on the MSR non-contiguous core requirements, and how to handle the interference item should be evaluated.”

Discussion:

· ST Ericsson: This paper wants to define a baseline architecture on front-end implementation. Implementation freedom should be considered when defining the requirements.

· Intel: Filtering might not be a good idea. Single LNA is assumed to be the approach. 

· ZTE: Kick off the discussion.

· Qualcomm: Not to exclude two separate receiver approach, according to RAN2 signalling discussion.

· Intel: Split after LNA is fine, not before LNA due to single antenna connection.

=>
Noted

R4-113615:
Work Plan for Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA Operation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson 
Discussion

· Provide an overview of the impact on RAN4 requirements and the time plan to complete the NC-4C-HSDPA requirements according to the WI completion deadline.

Discussion:

· Huawei: Should not conclude to exclude base station spec changes so early. Should we consider backward compatibility?

· Ericsson: Base station requirements are based on MSR-NC. Whole idea is not to repeat this base station requirements.

· Alcatel-Lucent: One concern on timing alignment on implementation, to consider other constraints. Also to consider other requirements other than timing.

· NSN: Need to discuss on the HSPA specification 25.104.

=>
Noted

R4-113595:
Non-contiguous carrier aggregation configurations

ST-Ericsson/Ericsson 
Discussion

· Discuss the huge amount of scenarios which can be supported by a UE in the context of non-contiguous carrier aggregation.

Proposals: “

(4) Consider a scenario which can be supported with a single receiver.

(5) Consider 1 scenario with a symmetric configuration and one scenario with an asymmetric configuration.

(6) Define requirements for all the bands based on 3 scenarios: CxC and CCxC (or CxCC). Define requirements based on these scenarios.”

Discussion:

· Qualcomm: Is this a feasibility study or Rel-11 WI? Also, is it to consider all the band combinations, or just need based?

· ST Ericsson: It can be based on the need, and future proof approach. The two scenarios will cover the most important RF issues. Requirements can be based on those two scenarios.

· Qualcomm: Could not agree on both proposals (1) and (2). Proposal (3) need to check workload.

· ST Ericsson: No intention to exclude two receivers. RAN2 signalling should also be considered for UE. More efficient to define limited number of scenarios based on generic requirements.

=>
Noted

R4-113596:
Non-contiguous carrier aggregation overview of UE impact



ST-Ericsson/Ericsson 
Discussion

· Discuss the impacts of non-contiguous carrier aggregation in the UE.

· Provide 12 proposals on UE RF core requirements as well as view on the possible way forward.

Discussion:

· Telecom Italia: What is the impact of the spec changes? Is it only for the NC-4C-HSPDA operation or for any mobile supporting this feature?

· ST Ericsson: In principle they may be applicable only to the particular CA scenario, but this need to be studied more in details before a final answer.

· Qualcomm: Editorial change on proposal 1. Ok with proposal 2. Issue with TBD on proposal 3. Proposal 5 might be different as to -22 dBm/band. Proposal 6 does not want to exclude other options. Proposal 7 depends on scenario and receiver options. Need to define scenarios first. OK with the remaining proposals. Also power imbalance is not special to NC HSDPA.

· ST Ericsson: Further offline discussion. 

=>
Noted

R4-113690: 
Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA with single receiver
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd. 
Discussion

· Discuss possible measurement events for reporting that imbalance is or is not present at the receiver input for non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA.

· Consider it necessary to have initial discussions in RAN4 and if there is agreement that such events would be beneficial for NC-4C-HSDPA then RAN4 should send an LS to RAN2 requesting the work to be started.

Discussion:

· Qualcomm: Further discussion in RAN4. Premature to send LS to RAN2 at this stage.  Also UE architecture related.

· Renesas: Single receiver does have significant challenge in RAN4.

· Ericsson: Agree with Qualcomm and need more analysis on the topic before deciding additional signalling. Existing measurement and signalling tools to be looked at too.

=>
Noted

6.5.2
Performance requirements
[NC_4C_HSDPA-Perf]
6.6
Eight carrier HSDPA
[8C_HSDPA]

6.6.1
Core requirements
[8C_HSDPA-Core]

R4-113367:
Considerations of 8C deployment

Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion

=>
Withdrawn

R4-113585:
Summary of coexistence studies

Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Approval

=>
Withdrawn

6.6.2
Performance requirements
[8C_HSDPA-Perf]
6.7
UE OTA conformance testing methodology - LME Free Space test
[UEAnt_FSTest]

R4-113387:
Observations on relating LME plug-in OTA testing methodology to the typical usage scenario

Intel Corporation, Ericsson
Discussion

· Provides the initial motivation for such a comparison framework, relates its usefulness to the typical usage scenario of a notebook computer, and suggests a data-driven method for the framework’s definition.

Discussion:

· Telecom Italia: Concerns on methodology, should use the same USB dongles for measurement first before measuring laptops. Need further understanding on phantom.

· Intel: Just for information, no need to discuss further.

=>
Noted

R4-113495:
Discussion on the fibre/cable connection in the LME OTA testing
ZTE
Discussion

· Analyze the effect of the USB cable through comparison experiment and provide some considerations on the choice between fiber and USB cable connection.

Proposal: “…It is proposed to adopt a chocked USB cable to connect the laptop ground plane phantom and the functional laptop.”

Discussion:

· Agilent: Method of choking?

· ZTE: will offline.

· Telecom Italia: on 2.1, whether USB cable is choked or not? More details on choke cable needed.

· Agilent: Noise generation analysis needed on impact of cable choking. Similar analysis also needed on optical fibre issue.

· Ericsson: Measurement accuracy, DUT orientation needed.

· ZTE: Electrical connection not extendable.

=>
Noted

R4-113388:
Extending the scope of TR 25.914 and TS 25.144 to include testing of UEs in data transfer mode and in free space
Intel Corporation, Ericsson
Discussion

· Presents three text proposals for TR 25.914 and TS 25.144 for discussion.

· The text proposals expand the scope of each document to include and define two UE usage modes (speech mode and data transfer mode) and two UE testing conditions (speech position and free space).

Discussion:

· Telecom Italia: Not taken into account of approved document of R4-112325. Concept of free space introduction could be problematic due to variety of devices to be used. Too much general approach will be out of the scope of the WI.

· Agilent: What is the primary operating mode for free space for dongle, and to prioritize.

=>
Noted

R4-113624:
Adding sections for TRP and TRS for free space conf.
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Rel-11 CR

· Introduce section 6.2 and 7.3 to handle free space specific information, such as definitions and requirement values.

· Offline discussion needed. 
· Noted.

R4-113622:
Support for new device types in TS25.144

Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Discussion

· Presents a base for discussion how TRP and TRS performance requirements for new device types can be included in TS 25.144.

Discussion:

· Telecom Italia: Similar comments as in 3388. Not in scope of the WI. If new cases or requirements are to be introduced, we need a new WI to do so. Specific LME requirement, we should separate from the plug-in devices. OTA and conductive requirement discussion showed similarities and also differences. 

· Ericsson: Important to have a structure of document to handle those requirements. 

· FT Orange: We should focus on the main scope of the WI, LME. This is out of scope.

· Agilent: CR of R4-111851 agreed and documented on scope change.

· Telecom Italia: 1851 is revised in 2325, and approved in Shanghai and Barcelona

=>
Noted

R4-113623:
Editorial fixes
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Rel-11 CR

=>
Withdrawn

R4-113496:
Some considerations on the remaining work of LME OTA WI
ZTE
Discussion

· Review the remaining work of the LME OTA testing WI, mainly focus on the USB-dongle-type DUT.

· Propose to accelerate the work of testing configuration firstly and then the 

· follow-up works in order to finish the WI according to the time plan.

Discussion:

· Telecom Italia: Material-wise, should be precise on the phantom. FR4 mentioned in Jan. contribution. USB cable standard should be considered, where a max of 5 meters is indicated, not any longer. Consider using existing models.

=>
Noted

R4-113344:
Laptop ground plane phantom size
Orange

Discussion

=>
withdrawn
6.8
Network-Based Positioning Support in LTE
[LCS_LTE-NBPS]

6.8.1
Core requirements
[LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core]

6.8.2
Performance requirements
[LCS_LTE-NBPS-Perf]
6.9
Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH
[Cell_FACH_enh]

6.9.1
Core requirements
[Cell_FACH_enh-Core]

R4-113689:
Cell FACH reselection from UTRA to E-UTRA
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Discussion

· Provide further considerations on reselection in cell-FACH state to LTE and propose to introduce such reselection procedures in the corresponding work item on further enhancements to cell FACH.

· Provide an indication of how the corresponding requirements could be specified by RAN4.

=>
Noted

6.9.2
Performance requirements
[Cell_FACH_enh-Perf]

6.10
LTE Carrier Aggregation Enhancements
[LTE_CA_enh]

R4-113673:
Considerations for focused "LTE Carrier Aggregation Enhancement work"

Nokia, NSN
Approval
· Propose to focus carrier aggregation enhancement studies on concepts, which would not require changes to the RAN4 RF requirements.

· Provide a draft LS to RAN1 to indicate this initial view.

Discussion:

· Huawei: WI objective states trade off investigation before concluding. Time line by RAN54 needs no rush. Mutual discussion between RAN4 and RAN1 needed, not by RAN4 alone.

· Mediatek: Agrees with Huawei comments.

· Ericsson: Premature to send LS at this moment. Informing RAN1 is preferred early to let them know the trade off. LS to RAN1 still preferred.

· Motorola: RAN plenary should discuss this topic.

· Alcatel-Lucent: in LS to ask for prioritization.

· Huawei: RAN is better to answer this. RAN does not have expertise, and RAN1 and RAN4 are better fit to discuss this issue.

· Motorola: Still RAN responsibility.

=>
Noted

6.10.1
Core requirements
[LTE_CA_enh]

R4-113419:
Framework of UE RF requirements for intra-band non-contiguous CA

Huawei, HiSilicon
Discussion

· Present the framework discussion for intra-band non-contiguous carrier aggregation. It’s proposed for the group to start working on the answers for the questions listed above.

=>
Noted

R4-113386:
Discussion on timing advance calculation using a time difference measurement
Mediatek inc
Discussion

· Discusses some of the questions raised in an LS from RAN2 asking about the merits of using a TA calculation scheme based on measurements between downlink PCell and SCell(s).

Proposal: “

(1) It is beneficial to have a solution to the multiple timing advance issue that would be suitable for all deployment scenarios;

(2) The use case scenarios should be selected to give the worst case conditions in respect to the uplink timing estimation;

(3) If the SCell RACH solution could guarantee that the SCell RACH does not transmit at the same time as any other uplink PCell channel then the standardisation work required by RAN4 for this solution would be minor –i.e. a reuse of the existing requirements for PCell RACH.”

=>
Noted

R4-113450:
Discussion on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
Huawei, HiSilicon
Discussion

· Analyze timing advance calculation using time difference measurement.

· Provide draft reply to RAN2 questions in R2-113653.

Proposal: “

(1) The deployment of uplink-only and downlink-only repeaters is the corner case, and there is no need to be considered for the deployment requiring multiple timing advance values.

(2) The accuracy of method (a) is up to 4.3us. However this is quite a pessimistic estimation and it could be expected that the actual accuracy would be less than 4.3us. For method (b) , TA accuracy in adjustment procedure is similar with rel-8/9 which can meet the TA accuracy. The robustness of methed (b) is better than method (a).

=>
Noted

R4-113451:
Draft LS reply on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
Huawei, HiSilicon
LS out

· Provide draft LS reply on timing advance calculation using timing difference measurement and kindly asks RAN2 to consider the above information in its continuing work.

=>
Noted

R4-113717:
Discussion on time difference measurement for timing advance
Research In Motion UK Limited
Discussion

· investigates issues related to the methodology where the timing advance of SCell is derived based on the time difference measurement between PCell and SCell and provides answers for questions in RAN2 LS.

=>
Noted

R4-113718:
Reply to LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
Research In Motion UK Limited

LS out

· provide draft reply to RAN2 LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement.

=>
Noted

New Tdoc 3886 to combine LS Out (3718, 3451, and others) to RAN2
R4-113680:
Discussion on multiple timing advances
Nokia, NSN
Discussion

=>
Withdrawn

R4-113685: 
Analysis of timing advance calculation schemes
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
Discussion
=>
Noted

R4-113723:
Discussion on autonomous TA methods for Rel-11 inter-band scenarios
InterDigital
Discussion

· Discuss the second question in RAN2 LS on autonomous timing advance accuracy and an additional aspect to consider which is the initial SCell power.

· It is believed that Method (a), which allows the UE to be in sole control of TA without any adjustments from the eNB, may result in undesirable behaviour especially in the case of  poor channel conditions and it is essential for the eNB to have the ability to at least adjust/override the TA after the initial TA.

=>
Noted

R4-113497:
Discussion on the RF requirements for intra-band non-contiguous CA
ZTE
Discussion

· Provide a general discussion on the RF requirements for the intra-band non-contiguous carrier aggregation.

Proposal: “

(1) For intra-band non-contiguous carrier aggregation, some little changes will be needed for the general clauses.

(2) For the transmitter characteristics requirements, the operating band unwanted emission in R10 may be applied for intra-band non-contiguous carrier aggregation, however, the ACLR and the emission across the “gap” between the component carriers should be re-study.

(3) For the receiver characteristics requirements in intra-band non-contiguous CA, the REFSEN may need study for some certain band combinations. Furthermore, the frequency of the interfering signals need some clarifications for the requirements of ACS, blocking, narrowband blocking，Intermodulation and narrowband intermodulation.”

=>
Noted

6.10.2
Performance requirements
[LTE_CA_enh]
6.11
Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv]

R4-113425:
Skeleton technical report for Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA
Huawei, HiSilicon

Approval

· Provide a TR skeleton for the work item of uplink transmit diversity for HSPA, which is proposed to be approved as v0.0.1.

Discussion:

· Qualcomm: Do we need a TR for this WI? Even if yes, current proposal is not well organized yet.

· Ericsson: No need for TR at this stage. TR in SI phase already.

· Huawei: How to capture approved proposal without a TR? TR is needed.

· Ericsson: Many WIs do not have TR. No hurry to agree on the skeleton TR at this meeting.

· Huawei: What criteria to decide to have a TR? When?

=>
Noted

	R4-113923
	Approval
	adhoc meeting minutes for OLTD/CLTD
	huawei


( email approval

in principle approved

6.11.1
Core part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Closed Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core]

R4-113519:
UE reference transmitter for the purpose of Tx core requirements analysis in UL CLTD
Qualcomm Incorporated

Discussion

· Presents a UE reference architecture for UL CLTD for the purpose of Tx core requirements analysis.

Proposal: “

(4) The Tx core requirements for UL CLTD be analyzed assuming a UE architecture shown in Figure 1.”

Discussion:

· ST Ericsson: Block diagram proposed is not generic, e.g., Full PA and half PA issue.

· Qualcomm: PA options listed in other paper. 

· Huawei: Useful for UE reference for core requirements. Question on picture in spec.?

· Qualcomm: No intention to include the picture in to the specs.

=>
Noted

R4-113522:
Analysis of UE Tx core requirements for UL CLTD

Qualcomm Incorporated
Discussion

· Analyzes the existing UE Tx core requirements for UL CLTD assuming a UE architecture shown in R4-113519.

· Provides 45 propsals for specifying the CLTD UE RF core requirements.

=>
Noted
R4-113520:
UE Complexity Impact due to UL CLTD
Qualcomm Incorporated

Discussion

· investigate the UE complexity impact of UL CLTD to UE implementation.

Proposal: “…RAN4 sends an LS to RAN2 to introduce the “per band CLTD capability” signaling in order to avoid unnecessary complexity”.

=>
Noted

R4-113521:
UE current consumption impact due to UL CLTD
Qualcomm Incorporated

Discussion

· Revised in 3799;

R4-113799:
UE current consumption impact due to UL CLTD
Qualcomm Incorporated

Discussion

=>
Noted

R4-113599:
Overview of the impact of closed loop uplink transmit diversity WI in the UE transmitter requirements

ST-Ericsson/Ericsson

Discussion

· Provide an overview of the 25.101 requirements which are affected by the introduction of closed loop transmit diversity.

Major topics that need further investigations: “

(1) Definition of tolerances, whether they should be defiend per port, and in particular whether this extension has implications in the BS.

(2) In case switches are needed, it should be studied whether their response may affect on-off transitions.

(3) The applicability of SEM, ACLR and spurious emissions should be analyzed.

(4) Study whether the use of the EVM requirements per antenna port has impacts in the BS performance.

(5) Study the phase discontinuity and how the test should be modified in order to avoid possible misleading information due to presence of the pre-coding.

(6) Study the need for phase alignement and time alignment requirements.”

=>
Noted

6.11.2
Perf. part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Closed Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Perf]

6.11.3
Core part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Open Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core]

R4-113600:
Open loop uplink transmit diversity

ST-Ericsson/Ericsson
Discussion

· Discuss possible issues related to OLTD and propose to deal with CLTD work prioritarized over OLTD.

=>
Noted

R4-113802:
Analysis of transmitter characteristics with OL ULTD Beam-forming 
Magnolia Broadband 
Discussion

Discussion:

· ST Ericsson: Need more time to understand what can be reused from CLTD and what not. Some concerns on assumptions.

· Magnolia: Will provide more detail analysis in next meeting

=>
Noted

R4-113803:
Open loop uplink transmit diversity 
Magnolia Broadband Inc 
Discussion 



=>
Noted
6.11.4
Perf. part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Open Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Perf]

6.12
Introduction of New Configuration for 4C-HSDPA
[4C_HSDPA_Config]

6.12.1
Core part: Introduction of New Configuration for 4C-HSDPA
[4C_HSDPA_Config-Core]

R4-113326:
Impact on BS requirements due to introduction of new configuration for 4C-HSDPA
Nokia Siemens Networks
Approval

· Shows the impact on BS requirements due to introduction of new 4C-HSDPA configuration to 25.104 and 25.141 specifications and the impact is minimal.

=>
Agreed

R4-113327:
TP to TR 25.864; update of 4C-HSDPA downlink configurations for future release time frame
Nokia Siemens Networks
Approval

· Updates the table listing 4C-HSDPA downlink configurations for future release time frame.

· Propose to agree on the Text Proposal in section 2.

=>
Agreed

6.12.2
Perf. part: Introduction of New Configuration for 4C-HSDPA
[4C_HSDPA_Config-Perf]

7
Void

8
New frequency bands, Release independent

8.1
Maintenance of TR30.007

	R4-113644
	Approval
	TP for Inclusion of a TR skeleton to guideline of new WI/SI for new operating bands (TR 30.007)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


QC: this is a guideline to create a TR but it is not very clear what one can write in section 6 to 10. every section mention co-existence so it is not very clear which section to use.

E///: ok to add a text to clarify. ( QC can propose a clarification.

Status: approved

	R4-113645
	Approval
	TP for addition of RAN5 to guideline of new WI/SI for new operating bands (TR 30.007)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: in principal approved
	R4-113647
	Approval
	TP for Required changes to E-UTRA/UTRA/MSR update to guideline of new WI/SI for new operating bands (TR 30.007)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


QC: when the section number is from changed 8.2.2.13 to 8.2.2.15 you missed to change the table number.

The comment will be addressed by the repporteur when implementing the TP.

Status: Approved ( with the change pointed by QC)

	R4-113646
	Approval
	TR 30.007 v0.2.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: in principle approved
8.2
UMTS/LTE 3500 MHz
[RInImp8-UMTSLTE3500]

	R4-113590
	Approval
	TP for General corrections in TR 37.801
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ALU: there are at least two proposals on the UE ref-sens. Should we finalise this before removing the brackets ??

Chair: We maintain the brackets in TR until the CRs are approved in case the band numbering is not approved.
Chair: - typo in the band numbering in 7.1.2. duplicated numbering.

Status: Noted
	R4-113640
	Discussion
	UE requirements for Band 22 and Band 42/43
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Fujitsu duplex performance should be scaling and not on previous lower  frequency.

Ericsson: agrees on filter scaling but we should look at duplex spacing and PA characteristics.

NTT: 
- if you consider the spectrum emission mask, when we use 20MHz mask we have 20 MHz gap in band 22 duplexer gap automatically 25 MHz can be satisfied. the duplexer can have at least 15dB 


- what are the reason to relax band 42 by 1dB??

E///:
- yes believe, 15dBm/5MHz can be achieved.

· have the same requirements as we will have the RF front end and thus to allow the use the same filter and also to protect services above 3.6GHz in some countries. And also PA to span 100 MHz that need to be considered.

NII: the use of the band 41 refsens as guideline. 41 was relaxed for both wideband consideration as well as concerns on co-existence with ASM band.

E///: you may also for bands 42, 43 you need to supply front end filter with the rejection outside pass band. This also have stop band requirement.

QC: for 42, 43 using commun filter for Tx Rx, do you think that this can impact ….

E///: yes 

QC: limited to d.c. or across the band ?

E///: in d.c.

CATT: concern about the refsens for 42: is some countries we don’t have only allocate band 42 and there is no co-existence issue. Why should we relax the ref-sens by 1 dB. In these countries is not needed.

Ericsson: Protect services above 3.6GHz

And we would like to reuse components and not have to design components specifically for regions.

CQ: we are looking here on a wide filter. Thought on the feasablilty of such filter ??

Ericsson: it is challenging filter to design.

NII: 200MHz filter for WiMax that exists. the filters do thus exist.

UK broadband: understand that for 43 TDD we need to protect mobile systems in both side of the band. Do we have such same mobile systems for band 42 ??? and thus do we need the same protection as with band 43 ?
Status: Noted
	R4-113345
	Discussion
	Band 42 and 43 UE refsens for UMTS/LTE 3500 (TDD) for TS 36.101
	NII Holdings, CMCC CATT, Clearwire, Huawei


QC: on the assumption we have 

In the same band we will consider synchronized TDD systems but it was not clear it should also be the case across two bands.

NII: 
Based on document R4-…., it was agreed to have synchronization between band 42 and band 43.

E///:
- proposes the use band 41 numbers.


- what are the system impact of 1dB relaxation ?

NII: 
- in urban area, not sure this will be interference limited. Getting the coverage for indoor without adding cell sites. 

UK broadband: do not see a big difference between 2.6GHz and 3.5GHz. Sees only 2.5dB in terms of propagation. 

NTT Docomo: if we assume to use ceramic filter, then that filter does not have any rejection near band 43 band edge, then if band 22 then band 43 receiver may always need to receive band 22 DL signals. Does the vendors considered this aspect ?

(Wide filter will receive the adjacent band signals.)

QC: not sure this can be covered by one single filter at questioning the feasibility of such wideband filter.

Status: Noted
	R4-113641
	Approval
	TP for 37.801: Band 42 and 43 UE REFSENS 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-113346
	CR
	Band 42 and 43 UE refsens for UMTS/LTE 3500 (TDD) for TS 36.101
	NII Holdings, CMCC, CATT Clearwire, Huawei


QC: at this point is not in a position to accept either of the proposals.

Concerns of the feasibility of wideband filters and that there are other losses that have not been taken into account.
Intel: same view as QC. 

UK broadband. Supports removal of the square-brackets. 

E///: 
- RAN asked to close this WI in this meeting and the next meeting.


- we have two proposals: keep the value and remove [ ]  and 1dB relaxation and objection from two companies asking for more relaxation. Proposes to go with band 41 numbers as compromise. It turn out these are too tight the 

Nokia: support E/// compromised

NII: 
- position is more important to close this WI. Rather go with the E/// proposal then delay the decision

UK broadband: also supports the E/// compromise proposal. 

CATT: ok with compromise proposal

Huawei: ok with compromise proposal

Clearwire: not ok. compromise proposal

QC: an other compromise is to go with the values from E/// but between [ ]. Go give the opportunity to do more study and explore the filters. Next meeting remove the brackets.
NII: 
not in favour of changing one [] value to another [ ] value.
Chair: this an ad-hoc thus the document will be presented for approval in the next meeting. Proposal as working assumption to removal of the [ ] with E/// numbers.
QC: as this need approval in the next meeting anyway, thus it is the same if we have [ ].

- also it is concerns from 3 companies not only one company.

Chair: QC, intel and Clearwire as they have concerns on the proposals need to present documents in the reflector well before the next RAN4 meeting.

Clearwire: withdraw their objection to the proposal from E///

Way forward: have a Telco and discuss this issue before the next meeting.
- E/// proposal without brackets will be use as starting point for the discussion.
Status: Noted
	R4-113510
	Discussion
	Considerations on UE RF requirements
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113788
	Discussion
	Refsens and maximum output power for 3.5 GHz bands
	Qualcomm Incorporated


E///: relaxation of 3.5dB will apply to the band edge or to the mid-band as well ?
QC: Across the band. Band edge is worse but there is a switch loss of 1 dB across the band.
Status: Noted
	R4-113642
	Approval
	TP for 37.801: for 3500 MHz FDD arrangement requirements for the UE
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


QC: Would it be acceptable for E/// to relax Refsens for another 0.5dB to cover the worst case?

NTT Docomo: if you assume the duplexer, the antenna have not much design restriction other than blocking. Duplexer is not the worst case.


- Ok with proposal from E///


- not ok with 0.5 further relaxation from QC.

E///: same approach as the TDD discussion. use band 8 values as compromise and give companies into next meeting to further study.

Way forward: the numbers within square brackets will be discussed further in the Telco.
Status: in principle approved
	R4-113591
	Approval
	UMTS/LTE 3500 Work Item TR 37.801 v0.15.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: withdrawn
8.2.1
TDD element

8.2.2
FDD element

8.2.2.1
UE (core) 

8.2.2.2
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

8.2.3
RRM aspect 

8.2.4.
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)

8.3
Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 – 849 MHz) *2 
[e850_UB]

	R4-113931
	Approval
	Band 26 Way Forward
	Sprint


( Email approval
Noted
	R4-113932
	Discussion
	Band 26 AH Report
	Sprint


Noted

8.3.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[e850_UB-Core]

	R4-113347
	Approval
	TP for E850 TR 37.806: E850 Upper Band BS-BS Coexistence
	NII Holdings


E///: 51dBm we are talking out here. It is the interference to the closest LTE cell. 

NII: this the transmit power level ( it doesn’t depend on the distance.

Status: revised in 3852
	R4-113852
	Approval
	TP for E850 TR 37.806: E850 Upper Band BS-BS Coexistence
	NII Holdings


In principle agreed
	R4-113743
	Discussion
	FCC regulatory requirements for 800MHz 
	Motorola solutions


ALU: FCC required the non-cellular transceivers to meet some minimum receiver requirements to claim full protection against interference from the cellular systems.
E///: For band 26 we have a possibility to provide provision on the co-existence

If we assume the 100KHz then we had to do some back-off. We need NS mask. 

If the regulatory needs to be included for this band. On top of that you can consider provision to facilitate. 
QC: we have an opportunity to put mechanisme to 

We should take this apportunity. 

Motorola: from the US side there are it meets FCC requirements. This band is used globally, if you want to use it outside US then we should address these 

The question is what we want to do with this band.

Sprint: the question is that what 3GPP need to specify. Band 5 is a success without the presence of this aspect in the specification. is it a nice to have for band 26, need to have ? does not see this at this point. What are the benefits for band 26 ?

- we do not have information on what technologies are to co-exist with !!!!!

QC: if er address some of the issue, and it is stated in the WID that we are seeking global harmonisation and thus these things can be very useful and thus should be included.

Status: Noted
	R4-113744
	Discussion
	B26 Downlink LTE to PS co-existence
	Motorola solutions


E///: the need of protection of different services within this band.
ALU: The receiver ACS and blocking requirements required by the FCC is not considered in the simulation, the interference from the LTE BS to the PS UE will be dominate by the PS UE receiver performances when the LTE BS spurious emission is bwlow certain level.
Status: Noted
	R4-113745
	Discussion
	B26 Uplink link LTE to PS co-existence
	Motorola solutions


QC: interference condition are LTE UEs interfering with Public safety BSs. Is that correct understanding.

Motorola: yes this is the correct understanding.

Thus it should not be a big problem. A distance between a UE and the BS should such that there is not such interference to worry about.

Motorola: Power control algorithm, some of them are uite aggressive and thus have strong transmit power.

Ericsson: in the BS study it seems it was assumed a fading margin. Is your results also assume a fading margin for the UE ?

Or are you just looking the refsens ?

Motorola: Just sensitivity. No fading margin.

Status: noted
8.3.2
UE (core)
[e850_UB-Core]

	R4-113789
	Discussion
	Band 26 requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Sprint: we have an extension to have thins rel-10 until next meeting. We need to identify which bands and which countries to protect there.
QC: aware for the extension. It is better to have the requirements set correctly in the spec and that this is the important factor here rather then just finishing in September but with some missing parts.
- Limiting to only US will diminish the value of the band.

Sprint: if we limit ourselves to a band 5 device. It is not essential to have this for band 26.

If there are regional requirements then operator will take care of these requirements.

QC: Thinks band 26 is the right place to address some of these issues.

E///: 
- Agrees with QC that this a global band and wants to see this co-eixstance issues resolved

- we need to define Time scale, but at least need to identify the signalling numbering.

NTT Docomo: on Tx side we see potential issues should be removed before finalizing the work item.

KDDI: it is important to specify the co-exitence for band 26. how ever there a lot band in 3GPP and it is diffcult to consider all co-existence scenarios. Thus agrees with Ericsson that co-eixstance can be handled later
Dcm:  on Tx side we see potential issues should be removed before finalizing the work item. 

Status: Noted
	R4-113748
	Approval
	Band 26 Way Forward
	Sprint


NTT Docomo: Has objection and the reasons are summarized in 3838

Status: Noted
	R4-113507
	Approval
	Band XXVI/26 REFSENS
	NTT DOCOMO


Revised in 3838

	R4-113838
	Approval
	Band XXVI/26 REFSENS
	NTT DOCOMO


KDDI: supports this contribution.
QC:
- this a late contribution, thus comment are based on 3507 as didn’t have time to review the revised version.

- It compares the worst part of band 2 with the simulated part of band 5 . This not a fair comparison.

Status: Noted (Return to in the next meeting)
	R4-113747
	Discussion
	Band 26 REFSENS  Band 2 Duplexer data
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113508
	CR
	Introduction of Band XXVI 
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113509
	CR
	Introduction of Band 26
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113518
	Discussion
	Simulation of DC-HSUPA receiver characteristics for Band XXVI
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113601
	Discussion
	Results for missing requirements for Band XXVI 
	ST-Ericsson/Ericsson


QC: (general comment not specific to E/// document) before discussing the requirement we need to agree on the assumptions on the feasibility and the eco-system and existing components. 

- Impact on band 5 requirements needs to be considered.

NTT docomo: IT is premature to look at this we need to look refsens first.
E///: welcomes results from other companies in order to finilise these issues.

- in the computation of reference level would like to define the 

Status: noted
	R4-113643
	Discussion
	The open issues for Band 26/XXVI
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 3801
	R4-113801
	Discussion
	The open issues for Band 26/XXVI
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-113368
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-4)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-113369
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-5)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-113370
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-6)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-113371
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-7)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-113372
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-8)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-113373
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-9)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-113374
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
8.3.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)
[e850_UB-Core]

	R4-113376
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.104 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Noted
	R4-113378
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.141 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Noted
	R4-113375
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS34.124 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Noted
	R4-113377
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.113 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Noted
8.3.4
RRM requirements
[e850_UB-Core]

8.3.5
Demodulation performance
[[e850_UB-Perf]]

8.4
LTE E850 - Lower Band for Region 2 (non-US)
[e850_LB]

	R4-113420
	Discussion
	E850 lower sub-band analysis
	Huawei


Verizon: even though this band will not be deployed in US, we need to keep in mind that this band will be deployed in south America. This will be applied to Mexico which is in border with USA.
NII: it is not US, it is not only Mexico but Canada as well.

NII is working with sprint and the USA regulator and Mexican regulator to define the level of signal at borders.

NTT Docomo: is the proposal from Huawei is to use MPR for both issues: interference from bands 5 and 26 and blocking ?

Status: noted
8.4.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[e850_LB-Core]

	R4-113348
	Approval
	TP for E850 TR 37.806: E850 Lower Band BS-BS Coexistence
	NII Holdings


Status: revised in 3858
	R4-113858
	Approval
	TP for E850 TR 37.806: E850 Lower Band BS-BS Coexistence
	NII Holdings


In principle approved

	R4-113651
	Discussion
	Co-existence between lower E850 and Band 5
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Chair: 
- Does any operator deploy 5MHz in top of band 5 ?


- Is any operator is deploying LTE (in the exception of Korea) in lower E850 ?

Sprint: the idea of creating this band is to use it for larger widebands.

Status: Noted
8.4.2
UE (core) 
[e850_LB-Core]

8.4.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[e850_LB-Core]

8.4.4
RRM requirements
[e850_LB-Core]

8.4.5
Demodulation performance
[e850_LB-Perf]

8.5
New Band LTE Downlink FDD 716-728 MHz
[LTE_DL_FDD700]

8.5.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

8.5.2
UE (core) 
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

	R4-113790
	Discussion
	UE considerations for the DL FDD 716-728 MHz band
	Qualcomm Incorporated


NII holdings: would this be covered by regulatory for all bands? Is this dl only or a CA band .?

Noted

	R4-113648
	Discussion
	Downlink FDD 716-728 MHz and its co-existence with adjacent bands
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113902
	Approval
	New TR new Band 716-728MHz v0.0.1
	AT&T


In principle approved

8.5.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

8.5.4
RRM requirements
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

8.5.5
Demodulation performance
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Perf]

8.6
LTE for 700 MHz Digital Dividend
[LTE_APAC700]

	R4-113650
	Discussion
	General issues on LTE for 700 MHz Digital Dividend
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


NTT Docomo: since band 18 is a sub-band of band 26, should we consider the co-existence for this band 18 and band 19 with APAC?

Ericsson: 18 should be considered but band 19 is far enough.
Status: Noted

	R4-113863
	Approval
	TP to TR for APAC700: general issues on APAC700
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated


NII holdings:  concerned that 3nMHz was addressed.

KDDI: cannot accept any issue for B18 but can accept B18 included in the discussion or work.

Status: In principle approved

8.6.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_APAC700-Core]

	R4-113791
	Discussion
	700 MHz band in Asia
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-113389
	Discussion
	Preliminary coexistence studies of LTE and other technologies in adjacent channels in the 700 MHz band
	Intel Corporation


NTT Docomo: co-existence with TV is under discussion in AWG 

Do we have to discuss this co existence in Ran4 ?

Intel: this also the question from Intel to the group. Also ITU-R is studying this

It depends on the decision from this group

NTT Docomo: understanding is that we will study this existence 

And AWG will send the results to 3GPP and 3GPP will use these results

Ericsson: same view as NTT Docomo

QC: same view

NII: question on coordination with other parts of the world ? is there a way on coordinating with AWG on this ?

Chair: if we choose to wait for AWG, should we deprioritize this subject.

Ericsson: AWG is looking at co existence. But there are other aspects that 3GPP should look at.

Status: Noted:

	R4-113746
	Discussion
	Co-existence issue for 700MHz digital dividend 
	Motorola solutions


ALU: we should agree on the assumption before doing the analysis.

Status: Noted

	R4-113422
	Discussion
	700M TDD co-existence analysis
	Huawei


Status: Noted

	R4-113498
	Discussion
	APAC 700 MHz band IMT and Broadcast coexistence
	ZTE


( is being studied in AWG ( so we will not focus in RAN4 on this until we see outcome of this work 

Status: Noted

	R4-113421
	Discussion
	Consideration of APAC 700MHz 
	Huawei


NTT Docomo: has the same assumption as Huawei: Each duplexer pass band is up to 30 MHz as a limit.

QC: proposed 32.5 is more reasonable

QC, E///, Nokia: - On the question if this should one band or two bands. Preference is for a Single band.

NTT Docomo does not have strong view but would look if this is appropriate

Way Forward: single band

Status: Noted

	R4-113649
	Discussion
	Draft TR skeleton for LTE for 700 MHz Digital Dividend
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Ok to use this format.

Status: revised in 3864
	R4-113864
	Discussion
	TR skeleton for LTE for 700 MHz Digital Dividend
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


In principle approved

	R4-113580
	Approval
	Overview of adjacent bands and services for 700 MHz digital dividend
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 3849

	R4-113849
	Approval
	Overview of adjacent bands and services for 700 MHz digital dividend
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 3866
	R4-113866
	Approval
	Overview of adjacent bands and services for 700 MHz digital dividend
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


In principle approved

	R4-113581
	Discussion
	Overview of TV coexistence studies
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

8.6.2
UE (core) 
[LTE_APAC700-Core]

8.6.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[LTE_APAC700-Core]

8.6.4
RRM requirements
[LTE_APAC700-Core]
8.6.5
Demodulation performance
[LTE_APAC700-Perf]

9
Study items

9.1
Study on Extending 850 MHz
[FS_e850]

9.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies

9.1.2
UE (core) 

9.1.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

9.2
UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band and coexistence with 850 MHz

9.2.1
Interference analysis between 800~900 MHz bands
[FS_B800_B900_Interf_LTE]

9.2.2
Study on UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band (Japan, Korea)
[FS_UTRA_LTE_900MHz]

	R4-113655
	Approval
	TR skeleton(v0.0.1) of UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band SI
	NTT DOCOMO


E///: There are some updates according to the guideline approved.

NTT Docmo: will introduce the 

Status: to be revised in 3871
	R4-113871
	Approval
	TR skeleton(v0.0.2) of UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band SI
	NTT DOCOMO


approved

	R4-113654
	Information
	Technical conditions applied for 900 MHz UMTS/LTE operation in Japan
	ARIB


Qualcomm: there is no spurious emission for DC-HSUPA. DC-HSUPA is not part of this study . No plan to deploy DC-HSUPA in Japan

Chair: Is these are all regulatory requirements ??

Status: Noted
	R4-113472
	Information
	Information to 3GPP RAN4 on 800-900MHz band in Korea and Way Forward
	TTA


Status: Noted
	R4-113652
	Discussion
	Harmonization overview between Korea and Japan
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 3880
	R4-113880
	Discussion
	Harmonization overview between Korea and Japan
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113653
	Discussion
	3GPP co-existence in Japan and Korea
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 3865

	R4-113865
	Discussion
	3GPP co-existence in Japan and Korea
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-113715
	Discussion
	Overview of the 800~900 MHz  frequency band in Korean  (band Uses)
	LG Uplus,SK Telecom


Status: Noted

	R4-113531
	Discussion
	Protecting Public Safety Band from Band 5 LTE UE in Korea
	KT


Status: Revised in 3833

	R4-113833
	Discussion
	Protecting Public Safety Band from Band 5 LTE UE in Korea
	KT


Ericsson: we should first know which are the limits that apply to the public safetly part? It is not clear.

KT: the concern is that when this band was used by CDMA, the unwanted emission in this band was low. There is no domestic  regulation to protect this band from LTE, that’s why RAN4 should address this issue. There is a need to protect this band as there will be LTE deployments next month in Korea.
Status: Noted
	R4-113792
	Discussion
	Band 5 and Band 8 coexistence
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-113677
	Discussion
	Japanese 900 MHz: A-MPR study and whether to create new band or re-use band 8
	Nokia


E///: Supports Nokia on the idea of defining a new band.

chair: is it the common understanding that we do not want to touch the band 8 for LTE as there are ongoing device development ?

Softbank: would like to have feedback on the ongoing development by 3GPP vendors.

Chair: we did put pressure on the Japanese regulator to consider harmonisation, and now we are asking them to create a new band. If there is no need for a new band when we should not do it.

E///: From a BS point of view to support interference from band 19 we need then to change the requirements for both LTE and UMTS.
ALU: It is not necessary from the BS point of view. But do not have objection if there is a necessity to create a new band from a UE point of view.

Nokia: let’s gather information until next meeting if there is a necessity of creating a new band.

Chair: Reasonable. We should not rush to create a new band.

Chair: should we separate UMTS and LTE? Opertor’s feedback is welcome here.

Status: Noted

	R4-113714
	Discussion
	Proposal for E-UTRA/UTRA UE-UE coexistence spurious emission level between Band 5 and Band 8 in Korea
	LG Uplus,SK Telecom


Noted

	R4-113532
	Discussion
	UE spurious emissions requirements for Band 8 UE protecting Band 5
	KT


Revised in 3825
	R4-113825
	Discussion
	UE spurious emissions requirements for Band 8 UE protecting Band 5
	KT


Noted

	R4-113506
	Discussion
	Band XIX DL protection from UMTS Band VIII UEs in Japan
	NTT DOCOMO, NEC, Fujitsu, Panasonic


Noted

	R4-113525
	Discussion
	Coexistence in 900 MHz bands for UMTS
	Qualcomm Incorporated


NTT Docomo: Would like to confirm the feasibility if WCDMA in Japan can meet the requirements of this band 

Noted

	R4-113678
	Discussion
	A-MPR study for 905-915 MHz uplink in Korea
	Nokia


Noted

	R4-113328
	Discussion
	LTE A-MPR Consideration for Band 8 in Japan
	SOFTBANK MOBILE


Noted

	R4-113657
	Approval
	Text proposal for UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band TR: frequency band arrangements and regulatory background in Japan
	eAccess, KDDI, NTT DOCOMO,  SOFTBANK MOBILE


approved

	R4-113658
	Approval
	Text proposal to the UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band TR about main impact analysis of adding Japanese regulation to Band VIII/8
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess, SBM, KDDI


noted

	R4-113659
	Approval
	Text proposal of schedule and study task status for the UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band TR
	NTT DOCOMO


noted

	R4-113534
	Approval
	TP for Study of Korean regulation for 900 MHz band
	KT


LG plus: does not agree with the TP. Has Concern on section 5.3.2

Chair can we approve the TP except from section 5.3.2

KT: does not agree with this way forward.

E///:Should we follow this table of requirement s?

KT: table is only for information.

Noted

	R4-113533
	Discussion
	Methodology for Interference measurement in 800/900MHz spectrum
	KT


Noted

	R4-113535
	Approval
	TP for Issues about the possibility of a harmonized WI proposal for the different frequency allocations in the 900 MHz ranges Japan and Korea
	KT


Withdrawn 

	R4-113716
	Discussion
	Opinion on  R112481 (How to handle 900 MHz band in Japan)
	LG Uplus,SK Telecom


Withdrawn

	R4-113656
	Approval
	TR (v0.1.0) of UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band SI
	NTT DOCOMO


In principle approved
9.3
Study on Signalling and procedure for interference avoidance for in-device coexistence
[FS_SPIA_IDC]

9.4
Inclusion of RF Pattern Matching as a positioning method in the E-UTRAN


[FS_LCS_LTE_RFPMT]

	R4-113324
	Discussion
	Status Report on Agenda Item 5.2 of the R4-eMeeting#2011 (Study on the inclusion of RF Pattern Matching Technologies as a location method in the E-UTRAN)
	Polaris Wireless
	


Noted

9.5
Further Enhancements to LTE TDD for DL-UL Interference Management and Traffic Adaptation


[FS_LTE_TDD_eIMTA]

	R4-113567
	Discussion
	Work plan for SI on LTE TDD eIMTA
	CATT
	noted


 ALU: Before informing to RAN1, we need to identify all the possible/necessary scenarios or use cases.

Noted

	R4-113568
	Discussion
	Scenarios and methodology of interference study for LTE TDD eIMTA
	CATT
	noted


 Ericsson: "adjacent channel deployment (amongst different operator(s)" would be the important scenario. The matrix would become quite big and we should concentrate the important one (adjacent one) first considering the time line.

Noted

	R4-113569
	Discussion
	Interference study with deterministic analysis for LTE TDD eIMTA
	CATT
	noted


 Ericsson: UE to UE scenario would have smaller distance compared to BS to BS case. Whether we should consider shadowing parameters should also be carefully checked.

Noted

	R4-113570
	Discussion
	Interference study with system simulation for LTE TDD eIMTA
	CATT
	noted


Noted

	R4-113379
	Discussion
	Considerations for TDD DL-UL Interference Management and Traffic Adaptation SI
	Alcatel-Lucent
	


Withdrawn
10
Session review

11
Liaison and output to other groups

	R4-113675
	LS out
	LS on Harmonic Signal Exceptions in UTRA FDD Spurious Emissions
	Nokia


Approved

	R4-113913
	LS out
	Carrier Aggregation Network signalling aspects
	Nokia, NSN


Approved

12
Any other business

	R4-113528
	Information
	Performance of Interference Rejection Combining Receiver for LTE
	NTT DOCOMO


Noted

	R4-113380
	Discussion
	Considerations for BS AAS Requirements
	Alcatel-Lucent


( Email review
Noted
	R4-113423
	Discussion
	Discussion of RF requirements for AAS BS
	Huawei


( email review
Noted
|

	R4-113424
	Discussion
	Discussion of RF background for Base Station Classification 
	Huawei


Withdrawn

	R4-113592
	Discussion
	New WID for Passive Intermodulation (PIM) handling for Base Stations
	Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113593
	Discussion
	New WID for BS classes for LTE and MSR
	Ericsson


Noted

	R4-113594
	Discussion
	BS antenna array aspects
	Ericsson


email review
Noted
13
Close of the meeting
(No later than Friday, 5 p.m.)

16
Quotes of the week:

Delegate X: I would like to think AT&T for this WI, now our  co-existence problem look very simple.
Delegate Y: “I woke up because you mentioned Base Station.”
