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ALU: What would be the intention with clause 9 on CPE requirements? We have TPs for that clause.

Nokia: Clause 9 is in the main section of the TR. TPs for that section would go for the next version of the TR.

· Content agreed
Non-contiguos allocation MPR

Issues :
1. What happens when number of clusters is larger than 3

2. What is the effect of in-band emissions to requirement

Qualcomm: What is the assumed time frame to get MPR approved?
Nokia: We are providing TPs for the next meeting.
DoCoMo: If in-band emissions level is almost the same than Rel-8 there is no need for MPR.

Nokia: Image component is 25 dB lower

DoCoMo: Impact to be clarified

Qualcomm: Should we consider the case with imbalance between clusters?
Nokia: Equal PSD is the worst case so only that one is required. No necessary for other companies to provide extensive amount of results.

ZTE: Is the intention to verify simulations by measurements?

Nokia: Some verification measurements may be needed but not all is needed.

· Way forward

1. Nokia & Renesas to run simulations with larger set of clusters

2. Nokia & Renesas to run simulations with in-band emission REL-8 requirement (– 30 dBc + slope near carrier included)

3. Provide revised proposal in Taipei meeting #58

4. Companies encouraged to provide measurement results 
EVM
R4-110308, ZTE
Propose way forward:

1. Requirement is per CC
2. Use REL-8 requirements
3. All UL CCs are active during the measurement
Ericsson: We should add side conditions for unequal CC power. Equal PSD for CC in test.

Way Forward

1. Requirement is per CC

2. Use REL-8 requirements

3. All UL CCs are active during the measurement

4. Equal PSD for CC in test

=>Way forward agreed
REFSENS
Allocation size for CA-1C Scc 

R4-110129 QUALCOMM ( 9 RB Scc Allocation

R4-110129 Huawei ( 50 RB Scc Allocation

R4-110262 Nokia & Renesas (62 RB Scc Allocation
Way forward ( [50] RB Scc Allocation
Qualcomm: We would prefer to have TBD
· Way forward keep TBD Scc Allocation, QC to do more analysis
R4-110262
1. For CA bands where Pcc and Scc transmission bandwidth configurations (NRB) of individual component carriers are different the Pcc NRB shall be larger.
Huawei: The wording is not appropriate. 
Nokia: Is Pcc always larger?
· Way Forward: To be discussed further offline 
R4-110129 

Add notes to table
NOTE:
 

1. PCC and SCC are contiguously aggregated and the carrier centre frequency of SCC in the UL operating band is configured closer to DL operating band.

2. The transmitted power over both PCC and SCC shall be set to PUMAX as defined in clause 6.2.5. 

3. The UL resource blocks in PCC shall be located as close as possible to the downlink operating band, and the UL resource blocks in SCC shall be located as close as possible to PCC, all confined within the transmission bandwidth configuration for the channel bandwidth (Table 5.6-1). 

Nokia: Are these notes necessary? Not necessary to agree on this meeting as we will revisit the REFSENS oin the next meeting

Huawei: We should simplify the table but notes are useful.

· Way Forward: Notes to be added 
ACS
ZTE: Test configuration 1 should be specified.
Ericsson: How do we define ACS requirement itself? How to specify the interferer power? ACS requirement include the total received power for both CCs. 

Nokia: Do you propose option 2 should be specified?

Ericsson: It depends on two issues above. Given for specific requirement we have two options how to test. We proposed option 1 in the last meeting.

DoCoMo: Rel-8 is already relaxed by 6 dB.

Nokia: Proposal could be in brackets in this meeting. 

Huawei: Do we specify the requirement for BW class or all BW combinations?

ZTE: Requirement could be different for different CCs

Huawei: Our proposal is for BW class

· Way Forward: Ericsson and ZTE will work during the meeting and come back with the proposal on Friday 
Wideband intermodulation
R4-110310 ZTE

The power of interferers remains -46dBm, and in order to have sufficient signal-to-interferer ratio against the intermodulation products, the own-signal level need to be further discussed
R4-110131 Huawei

The power of interferers remains -46dBm , own signal level as for REL-8 per CC.
No comments.

Nokia: Is Huawei proposal more comple and acceptable to the group?

Ericsson: Offset number proposed in these contributions require more analysis for the next meeting.

DoCoMo: Is Huawei proposing Rel-8 REFSENS for each CC?

Huawei: All RX requirements are based on REFSENS for each BW.

· Way Forward: Come back to this in the next meeting.
ACLR
NTT Docomo 
1. Remove brackets from CA E-UTRA [30] dBc requirement

2. Remove E-UTRA requirement
Ericsson & ST Ericsson
1. Change CA E-UTRA requirement to 29 dBc
2. Keep E-UTRA requirement as 30 dBc
Currently the requirement is 30 dBc for both.
Ericsson: Intention is to have one requirement to protect legacy systems. If there is no operator concern we could go for DoCoMo option.
Nokia: Is the first proposal OK for operators. No comments.

· Way Forward: NTT Docomo proposal agreed

Inter-band CA
1. Draft TP (TeliaSonera & Nokia) for operating bands and channel bandwidths to be submitted during the week.
No comments. The same will be provided for the BS.
2. Question: Do we support one or two Uplinks for inter-band CA for the Rel-10?
TeliaSonera: The WI include 2 ULs.

Nokia: Multiple TA for UL was discussed in RAN. WID was updated accordingly. The most important issue was the RAN1-3 are specified in generic manner to be future proof. We need to agree the time frame and release for the work. Can we stablish the requirements for CA to be ready by the end of June?
TeliaSonera: We have Ericsson input that there is no harm to start the work. Why do you say June?

Nokia: Rel-10 completion time frame is June. Band combinations on top of CA work are exceeding the content of Rel-10. What if we do not complete 2 UL by June what assumption UE should apply then, Rel-10 or Rel-11?

TeliaSonera: Time plan show the finalization by the end of Dec.

Nokia: By release independent aspects we do not need to modify the basic RRM requirements. If we identify need to modify RRM requirements in June those should be done in Rel-11. We should identify areas to be looked at.
Qualcomm: We have finite number of resources. It’s difficult to do the work in parallel manner so the prioritization is necessary. We should concentrate on single UL first and move on to 2UL later.
Deutche Telekom: Agreed deadline for Rel-10 is March 2011. We can ask the extension with identified issues. Dual UL would end up in the Rel-11 specification.

Verizon: We would like to consider 2 UL in Rel-10 by Dec time frame.

Nokia: We have to complete Rel-10 core requirements first. RAN should prioritise. 2 UL could be part of Rel-10 if RAN4 can manage to handle the requirements in time. This is going to be the very big task for RAN4 so it will take a lot of time.

TeliaSonera: You should show the time plan where this approach is defined. You have co-signed the WIs.

Nokia: Inter-band combinations were agreed too early from RAN4 work load point of view. We might complete the work by the end of the year but it might not be the release independent assuming the functional content of Rel-10.
TeliaSonera: No problem if 2 UL will be moved to Rel-11 but the work should be started in time according to time plan.
Deutche Telekom: We need to put 2 UL in Rel-11. That is the RAN position. Release independence is a separate discussion.
Verizon: What do you mean by inter band UL CA is part of Rel-11?
Deutche Telekom: If it would be in Rel-10 the work should be finalized by March 2011. Single UL should be ready by March, dual UL should be ready by Dec. 
TeliaSonera: Let’s keep the time plan and discuss release independence later.

Nokia: We do not propose to change the time plan.

Verizon: Other RAN WGs have finished Rel-10 features. The RAN4 content is a plenary discussion.

Vodafone: Release content is RAN plenary issue. We should focus on RAN4 work according to work plan.
Ericsson: Can we assume band combinations can be introduced like frequency bands as release independent manner.

Deutche Telekom: It’s desirable by the operator point of view.

· Way Forward: 
·  RAN4 part of inter band UL CA is part of Rel-11 specification
·  To be considered later what is a release independence
This way forward was not agreed. Following was agreed.
· Way Forward: First start work on 2DL and 1UL, then continue work on 2UL in line with time plan.
