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Agenda
· Consideration of signaling UE power class (10 minutes)
· Review of coexistence simulation results (20 minutes)
· Implication to CA (10 minutes)

· Way forward proposal (20 minutes)
Discussion

Consideration of signaling UE power class
Is it necessary?  From which release?  Does it make sense to send an LS?
Sprint:  Offline discussions have been occuring.  Propose to continue offline discussion with possible SID modification in March.

Review of coexistence simulation results

Present the summary results.  Update from ZTE, if any.  Discuss concerns raised by China Telecom and China Unicom.  
ZTE:  Do not have an update yet, but believe there is a problem in our simulation.
Sprint presented the simulation results summary.

CT:  Is the summary to be noted?  For information or discussion?
Sprint:  Expect it to be noted.  There is nothing here for approval.

TCL:  1 dB is inline with our internal study as well.  Lab tests indicate that 1 dB is acceptable.

Chair:  Without knowing the configuration, etc., it's difficult for me to interpret your results

TCL:  Will check with back office to get more details.

CU:  How do you test in the lab that 1 dB is acceptable?

TCL:  Will check

CT:  Agree that with curent simulation assumptions, 1 dB is enough.  Fine to use 1 dB as one option to continue the work on MPR/A-MPR.  Encourage companies to provide results with more scenarios.  There are other typical scenarios that should also be evaluated.  

CU:  Ok with 1 dB ACLR to move forward, but share the same view with CT that more scenarios can be discussed.

CT:  Two more scenarios to be studied.  First is option 2 from our contribution to study other CLx-ile to increase percentage of UE's transmitting at max output power.  Second scenario is expanded cell size scenario.  If HPUE is to be used, the cell sizes might be larger in the aggressor network whereas the cell size of victim network is still the same.
CMCC:  PC settings have already been carefully studied; modifying these does not make sense.  

QC:  For second scenario, victim and aggressor with different ISD?  Would need offline discussion.

SS:  Already had provided for first scenario and found that impact is still acceptable with 1 dB.  For second scenario, what kind of cell extension do you want to simulate?  It would not be the same as Band 14 PS scenario.  Current simulation scenario is worst case since it assumes all UE's are class 2.

CT:  Do not disregard the existing scenario and results, but looking to add new scenarios.  We will discuss ISD offline.  Can discuss parameters via email discussion after the meeting.  Coex simulation results can be provided in the next meeting.  CT would also like to run the simulations as SS has done.  Using HPUE to reduced number of deployed BS is a very useful scenario that should be studied.

CMCC:  Increasing number of UE's transmitting at high power may not be practical due to the interference generated within the network.

Implication to CA (i.e., B1+B41, B3+B41)

B41 is not used as PCC in B1+B41 so there is no concern regarding Tx noise or blocking from HPUE.  However, there may be impact in B3+B41.  Also, as very low IL of the filter is a cornerstone for HPUE to post-PA loss, does this filter sacrifice any performance in isolation to B1 and B3?
CU:  Main concern is with CA if HPUE impacts the filter that might cause more IL and/or less isolation.  Concern about possible degradation both in CA and single carrier.
Skyworks:  Will not sacrifice out-of-band rejection, but more to do with improved Q, technology improvements.  Improve the tradeoff between IL, rejection, and other filter requirements.

Qorvo:  Can you elaborate on the scenario?  PCell in B41 and SCell in Band 3?

CU:  Main focus on 3+41 since 1+41 only supports B1 as PCell.  Regardless of whether B41 is PCell or not in 3+41, it should be discussed.  For B3+B41, both bands must be able to support PCell so that may affect the architecture.

Qorvo:  Will ensure that isolations and attenuations to be maintained.

VDF:  We have separate PA and shared FDD/TDD PA architectures.  Is there anything in Band 7 or Band 38 that might be impacted?   May also consider output power reduction (MPR) if there are problems.
Sprint:  Assume that evaluate should enable B41 as PCell.  Would B41 max output be 23 dBm?  Or 26 dBm?

Skyworks:  B38 will benefit from the B41 filter, but we cannot sacrifice isolation.  We will fix the isolation and improve the IL as much as possible.
Way forward proposal from chair
In parallel for the next meeting, companies are requested to

· Adopt 1 dB ACLR tightening as one option as the basis for continuing work into the next meeting on MPR/A-MPR determination.
· Companies to provide system coexistence simulation results based on expanded cell in aggressor network vs. conventional cell size in victim network.  China Telecom to provide specific simulation parameters by xx/xx/xx.
· Companies to evaluate the impact of HPUE to CA with specific examples of B1+B41, B3+B41, B1+B3+B41 with and without Pcell operation in B41.  
VDF:  OK with this WF, but would also like to consider impact to B38 and B7.  Would like to include these explicitly into the WF.
CU:  Can delete 1+41 and 1+3+41 to save workload.

CT:  Adopt 1 dB ACLR tightening as one option as the basis for continuing work into the next meeting on MPR/A-MPR determination.  Would like to add one more scenario to second bullet.  Can provide simulation parameters by 3/15.

MTK:  Should we consider 26 dBm Tx in B41 in a CA configuration?

Sprint:  Don't see 1 dB as an option, but don't want to agree to anything other than 1 dB unless the simulation can be validated.  There is no class 2 operation under the current SI.  So expect that B41 would be operating in class 3 in CA configuration.

CU:  Only 23 dBm Tx power in CA, but the UE is capable of power class 2 in single carrier.

Sprint:    Adopt 1 dB ACLR tightening as an initial assumption as the basis for continuing work into the next meeting on MPR/A-MPR determination.
CT:  Would prefer "as an option".  This is still SI.

CT:  Can we add another scenario to adjust CLx-ile?

Sprint:  We've already seen the results from SS

Chair:  It is reasonable to ask that we get results from other companies since we now only have a single input on the more aggressive PC parameters.

QC:  Open to discuss, but we need to consider also the impact to the network itself
SS:  Although we provided the results, we don't think that this is a reasonable set of PC parameters

Sprint:  Ok to accept the WF as written in the original text as a WF with corrections to last bullet point according to discussion

CT:  CT can provide simulation results based on different CLx-ile results.  Interested companies are encouraged to provide these results for information.

SPrint:  Ok with that modification

CT:  Ok

CU:  Ok
CMCC:  Ok

Conclusions

Way forward with some modifications as discussed is agreeable by all parties.[image: image1.jpg]Y




