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Main Facts of the RAN4 meeting#60.
- Dr. Dawei Zhang is elected as the new RAN4 chairman

- Dr Tingfang Ji is elected as RAN4 vice-chairman

- Three RAN4 CRs for band 3.5GHz (WI code RInImp8-UMTSLTE3500): CR1140 (R4-114395) to TS 25.133, CR838r1 (R4-114755) to TS 25.101, and CR908r1 (R4-114762) to TS 36.101, had sustained objection from Qualcomm. The Topic had already been discussed at length in the previous RAN4 meetings, and the working assumption was made that these three CRs were agreed defining the requirement for tolerance for Maximum output power for LTE and for maximum output power and reference sensitivity for UTRA.

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

	R4-113941
	Approval
	Proposed agenda
	Chairman


Status: Approved

3
Letters / reports from other groups / meetings

	R4-113942
	Approval
	RAN4 MIMO-OTA adhoc report
	Adhoc convener


Status: Approved

	R4-113943
	Information
	E-mail discussion summary after RAN4#59AH
	Chair


Status: Noted
	R4-113944
	Information
	E-meeting discussion summary (up to start of R4#60)
	Chair


Status: Revised in 4680

	R4-114680
	Information
	E-meeting discussion summary (up to start of R4#60)
	Chair


Status: Noted
	R4-113945
	Report
	RAN4#59 Meeting report
	MCC


Status: Approved

	R4-113946
	Report
	RAN4#59AH Meeting report
	MCC


Status: Approved

	R4-114545
	Information
	List of in coming LSs / Out going LSs handled in AN4#59AH
	Chair


Status: Noted
	R4-114546
	Information
	List of Technically agreed documents and CRs in RAN4#59AH
	Chair


Status: Noted
	R4-114643
	LS in
	Response to Liaison “NGMN coordination between ITU-T and 3GPP on synchronization topic (OLS-305 Source: ITU-T Study Group 15, To: NGMN P-OSB, 3GPP RAN 1, RAN 3, RAN 4)
	ITU-T Study Group 15


( Guideline from RAN chairman is to handle this LS in RAN plenary.

LS was not presented.

Noted formally

Status: Noted
	R4-114679
	LS in
	LS on Equivalent PLMN identities and MDT (SP-110433 Source: TSG SA, To: TSG SA WG3,TSG SA WG5,TSG CT,TSG CT WG1,TSG RAN,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG SA WG1,TSG SA WG2,TSG SA WG4,TSG CT WG3,TSG CT WG4,TSG CT,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG5,TSG GERA
	TSG SA


Status: Noted

	R4-114678
	LS in
	LS on MDT UL Measurements (S5-112126 Source: TSG SA WG5, To: TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG SA WG5


Status: Noted

	R4-114677
	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)
	TSG RAN WG2


Status: Noted

	R4-114674
	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


Status: Noted

	R4-114675
	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)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-114676
	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)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-114683
	LS in
	LS on Radio metrics with respect to QoE (S4-110800 Source: TSG SA WG4, To: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4,TSG SA WG5, Cc: TSG RAN WG2)
	TSG SA WG4


Status: Noted
	R4-114727
	LS in
	LS reply on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement (R1-112790 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted

	R4-114784
	LS in
	Response LS on power imbalance between adjacent component carriers (R2-114776 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: None)
	TSG RAN WG2


Status: Email review

4
Election for Chair

The RAN4 chairman election (1st round) took place the 23rd of August. 

Results were as follows:
Total returned papers

: 135
Abstain



: 2 vote

Total votes cast


: 133

Dr. Dawei Zhang (CMCC)

: 80 votes ( 60,15%=80/133
Mr Tuomo  Saynajakangas (NSN)
: 53 votes ( 39,85%=53/133
Tuomo Saynajakangas decided not to go for a second round.

As a result:

Dr. Dawei Zhang is elected as the new RAN4 chairman
5
Election for Vice Chair

The RAN4 vice-chairman election (1st round) took place in the 24th of August 

Results were as follows:

Total returned papers

: 131

Abstain



: 4 votes

Total votes cast


: 127

Dr Tingfang Ji (Qualcomm)
: 68 votes ( 53.54%=68/131

Dr Kevin LIN (NEC)

: 59 votes ( 46,45%=59/131

 

Kevin LIN decided not to go for a second round.

As a result:

Dr Tingfang Ji is elected as RAN4 vice-chairman
6
Essential corrections for earlier releases (up to release-10) *1
6.1
E-UTRA Essential Corrections

	R4-114547
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (4.1 EUTRA Essential Corrections)
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114284
	Discussion
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Late submission, not taken.

Status: withdrawn
	R4-114571
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (4.1.1 EUTRA Essential Corrections, UE RF (core))
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-113947
	CR
	Removal of Lower Humidity Limit in Normal Conditions in TS 36.101
	Korea Testing Laboratory


Status: Revised in 4756
	R4-114756
	CR
	Removal of Lower Humidity Limit in Normal Conditions in TS 36.101
	Korea Testing Laboratory


This change is already approved in RAN5

Docomo, Chairman: this should be first handled in RAN4 then in RAN5.

Docomo: need more time to check.

Deutsche Telekom: The GERAN tdoc number is dated of 2008. there is a confusion that need to be addressed. We need to consult the RAN5 chairman and check the GERAN spec for the “raison of change”.

( discussion was then taking place on the email on the GERAN raison of change.

Status: Noted

	R4-114595
	CR
	Removal of Lower Humidity Limit in Normal Conditions in TS 36.101
	Korea Testing Laboratory


Status: Revised in 4689

	R4-114689
	CR
	Removal of Lower Humidity Limit in Normal Conditions in TS 36.101
	Korea Testing Laboratory


Status: Noted
	R4-113958
	CR
	Removal of Lower Humidity Limit in Normal Conditions in TS 25.101
	Korea Testing Laboratory


Status: Noted
	R4-114596
	CR
	Removal of Lower Humidity Limit in Normal Conditions in TS 25.101
	Korea Testing Laboratory


Status: Revised in 4688
	R4-114688
	CR
	Removal of Lower Humidity Limit in Normal Conditions in TS 25.101
	Korea Testing Laboratory


Noted

	R4-114199
	Discussion
	UE coexistence in the OOBE domain
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson: this needs to be resolved. However, the Adjacent bands OOB are the most difficult case to sort out. ( 
OOB should be the rule not the exception.

( preference is option 3

- Need to be solved by WCDMA since this has all way defined.

Qualcomm: in the case of W-CDMA, spurious emission is what is specified.
Ericsson: the problem is slightly worst in LTE (due to FDD-TDD proximity in most bands).

Fujitsu: clarification is needed. and this is needed and support ad-hoc outcome
Docomo: would like to leave room to discuss emission limit rather than assume OOB as default.

Huawei: would like to see CRs to decide.

NSN: preference for option 2.

Ericsson: for BS WCDMA this is needed for site specific but there is no capability for WDCMA - there is an ambiguity but the problem does not go away.

Status: Noted
	R4-114200
	CR
	UE coexistence in the OOBE domain
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114201
	CR
	UE coexistence in the OOBE domain
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114202
	CR
	UE coexistence in the OOBE domain
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114203
	Discussion
	Band 3 in Japan
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: not handled
	R4-114523
	CR
	Additional spurious emission requirmenet for band 20
	Samsung


Ericsson: NS_10 is for rx desense , also broadcast was agreed not to be included. 

Nokia: NS is for self-desense and for broadcast .so broadcast discussion is ongoing.

Status: Noted
	R4-114524
	CR
	Additional spurious emission requirmenet for band 20
	Samsung


Status: Noted

	R4-113991
	Discussion
	Spurious emissions band UE Co-existence for adjacent bands
	Rohde&Schwarz


R&S: issue raised dynamic range limitation so propose two test points.

Qualcomm: understands the dynamic issue but should not include two tests. 

R&S: would like to re-use adjacent requirement.

Huawei: we can use a notch filter.

Ericsson/ST-Ericsson: the note implies that RAN4 does not know how to address this problem.

RS this shows what we can do . but also to indicate in R5 these tests are considered unfinished.

Status: Noted
6.1.1
UE RF (core)

	R4-114131
	CR
	Correction to UL RMC for FDD and TDD
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed
	R4-114132
	CR
	Correction to UL RMC for FDD and TDD
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114133
	CR
	Correction to UL RMC for FDD and TDD
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

6.1.1.1
Co-existence

6.1.1.1.1
UE to UE coexistence

6.1.1.1.2
FDD/ TDD co-existence (Band 38 and Band 7)

	R4-113991
	Discussion
	Spurious emissions band UE Co-existence for adjacent bands
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Noted

	R4-114268
	Discussion
	FDD TDD Co-existence
	Nokia


Orange: how do you make sure that the value will help only apply for band edge and if TDD and FDD and between operators.
Nokia: left for discussion between the operators and their network providers.

TeliaSonera: does this value really solve the problem? Are there simulations ?

Nokia: there was no co-existence analysis done but uses CEPT report.

Status: Noted
	R4-114204
	Discussion
	Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson/ST-E///:  agree with Qualcomm that there is small margin with simulation but measurement results seem inconsistent particularly the 2nd ACLR.

Status: Noted
	R4-114005
	Approval
	Some experimental results about Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	ZTE


ZTE: measurements are based on real hardware. 

Qualcomm: have you considered worst case? What is PA output power?

Status: Noted
	R4-114368
	Discussion
	Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence: UE unwanted emissions
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


filter is only for the -40dBm limit.

Huawei: the filter is only on RX side but not automatic for Tx side. 

Huawei: we still need PCMAX even if you introduce RB restriction.

NTT Docomo: concerned about PCMAX due to regulatory requirement for max out power. 

Ericsson/STE: there is no protection for TDD to address FDD so this is needed - FDD is automatically covered by FDD duplexer and also need for CA for TDD CA.

Status: Noted
	R4-114186
	Approval
	FDD/ TDD co-existence considerations
	TeliaSonera


Nokia proposes new requirement

Status: Noted
	R4-114456
	Approval
	Way forward for coexistence of band 7 and band 38
	Huawei


Status: Noted
Way forward for coexistence of band 7 and band 38

Way forward: progress based on the value of 15.5 agreed on the last meeting.

Docomo: have no problem with this WF, but want to make sure that this value is for Band 1 and band 7 only.
	R4-114269
	CR
	FDD TDD Co-existence
	Nokia


Status: noted
	R4-114369
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4819 
	R4-114819
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
	R4-114370
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4820

	R4-114820
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled

	R4-114371
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4821
	R4-114821
	CR
	UE spurious emissions for Band 7 and Band 38 coexistence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
	R4-114816
	CR
	Note on restricted uplink transmission bandwidths
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
	R4-114817
	CR
	Note on restricted uplink transmission bandwidths
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
	R4-114818
	CR
	Note on restricted uplink transmission bandwidths
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
6.1.2
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-114572
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (4.1.2 EUTRA Essential Corrections, BS RF requirements (core / conformance))
	Chair


Status: approved
	R4-114007
	CR
	CR to TS 36.104 Minimum requirements of Operating Band Unwanted Emissions
	ZTE


Status: revised 4703
	R4-114703
	CR
	CR to TS 36.104 Minimum requirements of Operating Band Unwanted Emissions
	ZTE


Status: agreed
	R4-114008
	CR
	CR to TS 36.141 Test requirements of Operating Band Unwanted Emissions
	ZTE


Status: Noted
	R4-114009
	CR
	CR to TS 36.141 Test requirements of Operating Band Unwanted Emissions
	ZTE


Status: revised in 4704
	R4-114704
	CR
	CR to TS 36.141 Test requirements of Operating Band Unwanted Emissions
	ZTE


Status: agreed

	R4-114010
	CR
	Correction for TS 36.141
	ZTE


NSN: this change is not needed.

Status: revised in 4705
	R4-114705
	CR
	Correction for TS 36.141
	ZTE


The cover sheet is not correctly filled. RAN box is not ticked.

Status: Revised in 4801

	R4-114801
	CR
	Correction for TS 36.141
	ZTE


Status: agreed
	R4-114285
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


No UE document. Come back next meeting
Status: withdrawn
	R4-114287
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


No UE document. Come back next meeting

Status: withdrawn
	R4-114286
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed
	R4-114446
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114291
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114292
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114293
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114288
	CR
	Co-existence and co-location corrections in 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114289
	CR
	Co-existence and co-location corrections in 37.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114294
	CR
	Co-existence and co-location corrections in 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114295
	CR
	Co-existence and co-location corrections in 37.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114330
	CR
	Correcting the time alignment text in the applicability tables
	Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114331
	CR
	Correcting the time alignment text in the applicability tables
	Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114365
	Discussion
	Consideration on transmitter configuration for receiver testing
	Ericsson


ALU: is this only for section 7? The same reason should also apply for section 8.

Ericsson: for demod, these are not done at RFSENS. 

NTT Docomo: support the view for section 8 since in demod part the BS sends ack/nack so this is impacted.

Status: Noted
	R4-114457
	Discussion
	BS transmitter impact on BS receiver performance
	Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-114192
	Approval
	BS transmitter configuration for receiver tests
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted
	R4-114666
	Discussion
	Further considerations on BS transmitter configuration for receiver tests
	Alcatel Lucent


Ericsson: this being complex does not mean we should not do it.
Status: Noted
	R4-114655
	Approval
	Transmitter ON/OFF for RF receiver requirements
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted
	R4-114409
	CR
	Correction in home BS output power requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ALU: Can not agree to this CR as already commented on the RAN4 reflector.
Status: Noted
	R4-114518
	Discussion
	Flexible placement of carriers for MSR test cases.
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114519
	Discussion
	Two carriers test case for MSR
	Alcatel-Lucent


NSN: only cover two carriers when 1 is gsm and this is missing. NSN prefers this in pc4 and not in general section v

Status: noted
	R4-114521
	CR
	 Two  carrier test case for MSR 
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: revised in 4687
	R4-114687
	CR
	 Two  carrier test case for MSR 
	Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nokia-Siemens Networks


Status: agreed

	R4-114006
	CR
	CR to TS 36.104 Minimum requirements of Operating Band Unwanted Emissions
	ZTE


Status: Noted

6.1.3
RRM aspects

	R4-114573
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (4.1.3
EUTRA Essential Corrections, RRM aspects)
	Chair


Status: approved
	R4-113992
	CR
	Clarification of Radio link monitoring test requirements
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-113993
	CR
	Clarification of Radio link monitoring test requirements
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114413
	CR
	Alignment of the carrier aggregation terminology
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Ericsson: The intention is cover "PCell" in the spec.

Ericsson: Sections for Test cases haven't been taken care. Only core part is covered.

Status: agreed

	R4-113961
	CR
	Editorial corrections for 36.133 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: revised in 4715

	R4-114715
	CR
	Editorial corrections for 36.133 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Agreed

	R4-113959
	CR
	Editorial corrections for 36.133 (Rel-8)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Ericsson: Nta_ref is defined in section 7 (RAN4 internal terminology) and our preference is not to specify in a duplicated manner. Do we need rel-8 CR if these are editorial corrections?

Status: Noted

	R4-113960
	CR
	Editorial corrections for 36.133 (Rel-9)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted

	R4-114416
	CR
	Editorial corrections for RRM requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ALU: The second proposed change on 'delay' seems misleading.

Huawei: We don't believe the changes are needed.

Status: revised in 4726

	R4-114726
	CR
	Editorial corrections for RRM requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114507
	Discussion
	Discussion for the enhanced cell search time for UTRA TDD
	Huawei, HiSilicon


CATT: We have carried out a simulation work and have different view on these parameters. In the typical deployment, we should consider four channels than two. Regarding the 20ms implementation margin for DWTPS detection proposed, we don't think the margin is necessary.

Huawei: CINR numbers should be checked taking into account the trade off between the coverage and cell search time should be considered. Considering single antenna configuration, we need the margin as proposed.

CATT: Based detection time should be discussed. The margin of 20ms would not be needed since it would nothing to do with the phase detection.

Status: Noted

	R4-114110
	Discussion
	Further discussion on radio conditions for CSFB to UTRA TDD
	CATT


Huawei: System level and Link level simulation would be needed. We shouldn't sacrifice the cell coverage because of the cell search time. '75% coverage probability' should not be the fixed (agreed) number at present.  We set SINR of 3dB and 80% probability for our evaluation. Interference from other channels should be kept low as -3dB.

CATT: The typical scenario for UTRA-TDD should further be clarified in this week.

Status: Noted

	R4-114111
	Discussion
	Simulation results of cell search for CSFB to UTRA TDD
	CATT


Huawei: We would not be able to derive -1dB of DWPTS from the simulation assumption.

CATT: The simulation assumption, we will check with our experts.

Status: Noted

	R4-114594
	Discussion
	Test Configuration for RRC connection release with redirection
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Renesas: The list contains quite a few scenarios on which we may consider further (to reduce the number of the test cases.)

NTT docomo: As an operator, we agree to prioritize SI provided case. Meanwhile both with/w.o SI case should be captured in the end (preferably in the same release).

Status: Noted

	R4-114440
	Discussion
	List of test cases for RRC connection release with redirection
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Ericsson: The operators prefer tdoc 4440 to tdoc 4769.

Renesas: If the operators as well as the group are happy with increasing the TCs, we would accept the proposal. For the future meetings, we reserve the rooms to reconsider the table in this document.

The time line and tables are agreed by the group.

Status: Revised in 4769
	R4-114769
	Discussion
	List of test cases for RRC connection release with redirection
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114504
	Discussion
	Discussion for RRC Connection Release with Redirection for TDD
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Huawei: There is a typo and the parameter in the corresponding CR should be used.

Status: Noted

	R4-114114
	Discussion
	Discussion on UTRA TDD RRC release redirection
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114505
	CR
	Requirements for RRC Connection Release with Redirection for TDD in R9
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 4763

	R4-114763
	CR
	Requirements for RRC Connection Release with Redirection for TDD in R9
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Agreed

	R4-114506
	CR
	Requirements for RRC Connection Release with Redirection for TDD in R10
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 4764

	R4-114764
	CR
	Requirements for RRC Connection Release with Redirection for TDD in R10
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: agreed
	R4-114508
	CR
	Requirement for the enhanced cell search time for UTRA TDD in R9
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114509
	CR
	Requirement for the enhanced cell search time for UTRA TDD in R10
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114112
	CR
	Adding enhanced UTRA TDD cell identification requirements for Rel-9
	CATT


Status: revised in 4773

	R4-114773
	CR
	Adding enhanced UTRA TDD cell identification requirements for Rel-9
	CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Agreed

	R4-114113
	CR
	Adding enhanced UTRA TDD cell identification requirements for Rel-10
	CATT


Status: revised in 4774

	R4-114774
	CR
	Adding enhanced UTRA TDD cell identification requirements for Rel-10
	CATT


Status: Agreed

	R4-114637
	CR
	Adding requirements of RRC release redirection to UTRA TDD for Rel-9
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114638
	CR
	Adding requirements of RRC release redirection to UTRA TDD for Rel-10
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114434
	CR
	Missing RSRQ in Intra-frequency measurement requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114435
	CR
	Missing RSRQ in Intra-frequency measurement requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


It is a Cat F CR because of the additional editorial changes from the rel-8 CR.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114436
	CR
	Missing RSRQ in Intra-frequency measurement requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114515
	CR
	CR for intra frequency cell identification time
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114516
	CR
	CR for intra frequency cell identification time
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Ericsson: We try to understand the rationale of this CR because RSRP has a separate requirement already.

Status: Noted

	R4-114243
	Discussion
	Issues on narrow measurement bandwidth
	NTT DOCOMO


Ericsson: We would like to study the impact under these scenarios. We have a difficulty to change the definition of RSRQ in RAN1. It would impact to the UE implementation.

Renesas: We also need to study the scenario. For changes to Rel-8 or 9, we carefully check the rationale of the changes.

Status: Noted

	R4-114165
	CR
	CR on E-UTRAN inter frequency measurements
	LG Electronics


Status: Noted

	R4-114166
	CR
	CR on E-UTRAN inter frequency measurements
	LG Electronics


Status: Noted

	R4-114167
	CR
	CR on E-UTRAN inter frequency measurements
	LG Electronics


Status: Noted

	R4-114410
	CR
	Correction of references
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4647

	R4-114647
	CR
	Correction of references
	  Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114412
	CR
	Correction of references
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4649

	R4-114649
	CR
	Correction of references
	  Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114411
	CR
	Correction of references
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4648

	R4-114648
	CR
	Correction of references
	  Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114115
	CR
	Modifications on TDD inter frequency measurements with autonomous gaps
	CATT


Status: Agreed

	R4-114438
	Discussion
	Inter-RAT UTRAN FDD SI Reading Requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Qualcomm: Prop.1 does it consider the total switching time? Prop.3 would need further discussion since the proposed value seems rather small. Over all, the process being proposed seems fine with us.

Huawei: Prop. 3: Is it necessary to define the requirements for Ack/Nack? Prop.4: Such a long time would not be considered (E-UTRA to UTRA and switched back the other way) in our current RRM specification.

Ericsson: As for the switching time, what we have in 36 133 is the measurement gaps and corresponds to RF switching and TTI is much longer than that one in the physical layer. It would need longer time. 

Renesas: We second Ericsson that we need to consider longer switching time.

Status: Noted

	R4-114439
	CR
	Inter-RAT UTRAN FDD SI Reading Requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114437
	CR
	Missing RSRQ in E-UTRA carrier aggregation measurement requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114512
	CR
	CR for E-UTRAN FDD  GSM event triggered reporting in AWGN with enhanced BSIC identification in R9
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Agreed

	R4-114513
	CR
	CR for E-UTRAN FDD  GSM event triggered reporting in AWGN with enhanced BSIC identification in R10
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Agreed

	R4-114415
	CR
	Clarification in inter-frequency RSTD accuracy tests
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Huawei


Renesas: Since the changes are quite significant, we need time to check.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114134
	Discussion
	Control channel SNR in RRM Test cases
	Anritsu


No comments or questions. The group is happy with the proposals. Anritsu to provide the corresponding CRs at the next meeting.

Status: Noted

	R4-114135
	CR
	Clarify time points and time duration for RLM tests A.7.3.x
	Anritsu


NTT docomo: OK with the CR but the consequence would be RAN5 not to test during the T1.

R&S: Fine with the CR. But it is an optimization and not change in RAN5 specifications in practice.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114136
	CR
	Clarify time points and time duration for RLM tests A.7.3.x
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114137
	CR
	Clarify time points and time duration for RLM tests A.7.3.x
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114639
	CR
	Clarification of Radio link monitoring test requirements
	Rohde&Schwarz


R&S: The changes have been covered by the CRs by Anritsu.

Status: Noted

	R4-114640
	CR
	Clarification of Radio link monitoring test requirements
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Noted

	R4-114242
	CR
	Refinement of RSRP levels for measurement accuracy test cases
	NTT DOCOMO


Qualcomm: We already provided our concern to this CR last time. The measurement could be done at the lower level though, it would not be a good handover candidate anyway.

Anritsu: Note 3 in the table for this case says "RSRP and Io levels have been derived from other parameters for information purposes. They are not settable parameters themselves."

Renesas: We also need to consider the practical accuracy that test equipment can provide.

NTT docomo: We need a test case which covers the scenario that a UE can connect to the serving cells. We would consider a kind of 'Informative test cases' as the alternative solution. 

Status: Noted

	R4-114290
	CR
	Frequency band related requirements to 36.133
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4682

	R4-114682
	CR
	Frequency band related requirements to 36.133
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114414
	CR
	Band simplification for core requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114428
	CR
	Correction to inter-RAT signal levels for band 17
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114429
	CR
	Correction to inter-RAT signal levels for band 17
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114430
	CR
	Correction to inter-RAT signal levels for band 17
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114431
	CR
	Correction to inter-RAT signal levels for band 17
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114432
	CR
	Correction to inter-RAT signal levels for band 17
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114433
	CR
	Correction to inter-RAT signal levels for band 17
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

6.1.4
UE performance requirements

	R4-114574
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (4.1.4
EUTRA Essential Corrections, Demodulation  (performance))
	Chair


Status: Approved
	R4-114205
	Discussion
	On explicit and implicit MCS signaling in DCI for HARQ retransmissions
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Motorola mobility: We agree the analysis for TDD. We have already successfully passed the rel-8 test and we don't see to introduce the proposed changes.

NEC: We need to review what was the assumed condition in our past works (simulations) and in our case, we applied implicit signaling.

Huawei: We are fine with the proposal. If we use explicit signaling for FDD, would that mean no test for the implicit case?

Qualcomm: The aim of the proposal is to avoid any ambiguity in the test cases. That is why we wouldn't propose the change to rel-8 but rel-9 and onwards. R&S and Anritsu are fine with the proposal.

ST-Ericsson: We would agree the proposal. What is the penalty if we don't specify the signaling conditions?

Qualcomm: In practice, there would be no problem but for the clarification purposes.

Status: Noted

	R4-114206
	CR
	Adding codebook subset restriction for single layer closed-loop spatial multiplexing test:
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Renesas: We also need the same CR for TDD part.

Qualcomm to provide corresponding CRs for TDD part.

Status: revised in 4709
	R4-114709
	CR
	Adding codebook subset restriction for single layer closed-loop spatial multiplexing test:
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Agreed

	R4-114207
	CR
	Adding codebook subset restriction for single layer closed-loop spatial multiplexing test
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 4710
	R4-114710
	CR
	Adding codebook subset restriction for single layer closed-loop spatial multiplexing test
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Agreed

	R4-114208
	CR
	Adding codebook subset restriction for single layer closed-loop spatial multiplexing test
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 4711
	R4-114711
	CR
	Adding codebook subset restriction for single layer closed-loop spatial multiplexing test
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Agreed

	R4-114017
	CR
	Further clarification for the dual-layer beamforming demodulation requirements
	ZTE


ST-Ericsson: Are the numbers checked by the experts? -> Ans. Yes.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114018
	CR
	Further clarification for the dual-layer beamforming demodulation requirements
	ZTE


Status: Agreed

	R4-113994
	CR
	Sustained data rate: Correction of the ACK/NACK feedback mode
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Agreed

	R4-113995
	CR
	Sustained data rate: Correction of the ACK/NACK feedback mode
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Agreed

	R4-114011
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on the accuracy test of CQI.
	ZTE


Huawei: The changes make sense technically. .

eg. 'single sided' to be introduced.

Status: revised in 4758

	R4-114758
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on the accuracy test of CQI.
	ZTE


Status: Agreed

	R4-114012
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on the accuracy test of CQI.
	ZTE


Status: revised in 4759

	R4-114759
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on the accuracy test of CQI.
	ZTE


Status: Agreed

	R4-114013
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on the accuracy test of CQI.
	ZTE


Status: revised in 4760

	R4-114760
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on the accuracy test of CQI.
	ZTE


Status: Agreed

	R4-114014
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on CQI mapping index of TDD RI test
	ZTE


FDD part has been agreed in R4#59AH.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114015
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on CQI mapping index of TDD RI test
	ZTE


Status: Agreed

	R4-114016
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Correction on CQI mapping index of TDD RI test
	ZTE


Status: Agreed

	R4-114451
	CR
	36.101 CR on MBSFN FDD requirements(R9)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT


The CR is based on the simulation outcomes discussed in R4#59.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114108
	Discussion
	Applying CSI reports during rank switching in RI FDD test
	NEC


ST-Ericsson: We agree there is an ambiguity and prefer option 2.

Renesas: We agree with Neck and ST-Ericsson.

Intel: Option 1 seems same to option 2 since in option 2, the UE listens to the latest CQI/PMI.

NEC: Difference is CQI/PMI come from the different channel.

LGE: It is something to do with the RAN1 work. Coordination with RAN1 would be needed.

Huawei: We share the same view to LGE. We need to discuss with RAN1 experts.

Qualcomm: It would be completely an implementation issue and can be discussed in RAN4. We support the proposal from NEC. The changes should be made not in Rel-8 but in the later releases. Feedback from the test equipment vendors would be necessary.

NEC: In the RAN1 specification, no specific statement on the exact handling of the CQI/PMI for the MCS handling. The aspect would impact the BS behavior.

Fujitsu: We also support option 2. Note 1 in the table clarify the timing, no mentioning on PMI however option 2 is the consistent approach.

Status: Noted
	R4-114452
	CR
	36.101 CR on MBSFN FDD requirements(R10)
	Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT


Status: Agreed

	R4-114635
	CR
	TDD MBMS performance requirements for 64QAM mode
	CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon


The CR is based on the simulation outcomes discussed in R4#59.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114636
	CR
	TDD MBMS performance requirements for 64QAM mode
	CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Agreed

	R4-114116
	CR
	Correction of code block numbers for some RMCs
	CATT


Status: Agreed

	R4-114117
	CR
	Correction of code block numbers for some RMCs
	CATT


Rel-9 CR is Category F because it has additional RMCs from rel-8.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114118
	CR
	Correction of code block numbers for some RMCs
	CATT


Status: Agreed

	R4-114742
	CR
	Clarification on applying CSI reports during rank switching in RI FDD test
	NEC


Status: Noted

	R4-114743
	CR
	Clarification on applying CSI reports during rank switching in RI FDD test
	NEC


Status: Noted

	R4-114744
	CR
	Clarification on applying CSI reports during rank switching in RI FDD test
	NEC


Status: Noted

	R4-113996
	CR
	Reference sensitivity: Corrections to the supported channel bandwidths
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Withdrawn 

	R4-113997
	CR
	Reference sensitivity: Corrections to the supported channel bandwidths
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-113998
	CR
	Reference sensitivity: Corrections to the supported channel bandwidths
	Rohde&Schwarz


Status: Withdrawn

6.1.5
BS performance requirements

6.2
UTRA Essential Corrections

6.2.1
UE (core)

	R4-114177
	CR
	TRP and TRS requirements for UMTS band XIX
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: revised in 4712
	R4-114712
	CR
	TRP and TRS requirements for UMTS band XIX
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114069
	CR
	Clarification of ACLR requirements for DC-HSUPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: agreed

	R4-114070
	CR
	Clarification of ACLR requirements for DC-HSUPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: agreed

	R4-114296
	CR
	Fixing UARFCN numbers in 25.101 R8
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Qualcomm: you didn’t you fix the minimum frequency?
Ericsson: minimum frequency does not change.

Status: revised in 4691
	R4-114691
	CR
	Fixing UARFCN numbers in 25.101 R8
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114297
	CR
	Fixing UARFCN numbers in 25.101 R9
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4692
	R4-114692
	CR
	Fixing UARFCN numbers in 25.101 R9
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114298
	CR
	Fixing UARFCN numbers in 25.101 R10
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4693
	R4-114693
	CR
	Fixing UARFCN numbers in 25.101 R10
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114458
	CR
	Clarification of spectrum emission mask requirements for TS 25.101 REL-9
	Huawei


Status: agreed
	R4-114459
	CR
	Clarification of spectrum emission mask requirements for TS 25.101 REL-10
	Huawei


Status: agreed
	R4-114460
	CR
	Correction of UE Relative code domain power accuracy requirements for TS 25.101 REL-8
	Huawei


These are not essential corrections.

Status: withdrawn
	R4-114461
	CR
	Correction of UE Relative code domain power accuracy requirements for TS 25.101 REL-9
	Huawei


Status: revised in 4690

	R4-114690
	CR
	Correction of UE Relative code domain power accuracy requirements for TS 25.101 REL-9
	Huawei


Status: agreed
	R4-114462
	CR
	Correction of UE Relative code domain power accuracy requirements for TS 25.101 REL-10
	Huawei


Status: agreed

	R4-114152
	Discussion
	Introduction of DL power control, initial convergence
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114153
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114154
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114155
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114156
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114658
	Discussion
	Introduction of DL power control, initial convergence
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Noted

	R4-114659
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


MCC will check on cat

Status: agreed
	R4-114660
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Agreed

	R4-114661
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: Agreed

	R4-114662
	CR
	Introduction of new DL power control TC, initial convergence for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC, STE, Marvell, CATR


Status: agreed

	R4-114299
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 25.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Issue with UE side is still not resolved. will come back next meeting.
Status: Noted

	R4-114300
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 25.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Will come back next meeting

Status: Noted

	R4-114301
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 25.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


will come back next meeting.

Status: Noted

	R4-114304
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 25.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


will come back next meeting.

Status: Noted

	R4-114305
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 25.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


will come back next meeting.

Status: Noted

	R4-114306
	CR
	Modifications to Band 3/III for operation in Japan to 25.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


will come back next meeting.

Status: Noted

	R4-114302
	CR
	Co-existence and co-location corrections in 25.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed

	R4-114303
	CR
	Co-existence and co-location corrections in 25.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed

	R4-114138
	CR
	Correction to FRC for H-set 8A
	Anritsu


Qualcomm: We don't have UE category for DC-HSDPA which has such a big IR buffer.

Renesas: Agree with Qualcomm that the note being proposed would need revision. It would be better to consider through resolution for the possible future problem, rather to fix the issue case-by-case basis.

Status: Noted

	R4-114139
	CR
	Correction to FRC for H-set 8A
	Anritsu


Status: Noted

	R4-114140
	CR
	Correction to FRC for H-set 8A
	Anritsu


Status: Noted

6.2.2
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-114105
	CR
	Clarification of demodulation in static propagation and Multipath fading case 1 for Home BS 
	TD Tech, Huawei


Status: Agreed

6.2.3
RRM aspects

	R4-114575
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (4.2.3
UTRA Essential Corrections, RRM aspects)
	Chair


Status: Approved
	R4-113962
	CR
	Editorial corrections for 25.133 (Rel-8)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Agreed

	R4-113963
	CR
	Editorial corrections for 25.133 (Rel-9)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Agreed

	R4-113964
	CR
	Editorial corrections for 25.133 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Agreed

	R4-114342
	CR
	Inter-frequency detected set CPICH measurement requirements without compressed mode
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Qualcomm: 480ms seems much tighter than the one we have assumed.

Ericsson: The total number of the cells will be kept in the same number.

Qualcomm: Then the total number of the Cells should be clarified in the CR (or CR cover sheet.)

Status: Noted

	R4-114340
	CR
	Test case for interfrequency detected set without compressed mode
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114341
	CR
	Test case for interfrequency detected set with compressed mode
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Qualcomm: We have some editorial comments as well as technical ones. For -8dB of CPICH level should be -10dB considering Ec/Ion. During T2 and T3, -8.42dB geometry should also capture the fading impact. Requirement B, UE does not send event B in this case and no corresponding procedure during T3.

Renesas: As for the frequency offset, I wonder we need to introduce this condition.

Ericsson: For the event triggering, there is a statement in the RRM spec. If the measurement results beyond the range, there should be the event.

Status: Noted

	R4-114339
	CR
	Test case for enhanced interfrequency measurements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114343
	CR
	Correction to measurement reporting requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114144
	CR
	Specify Es/Noc in RRM tests A 4.5.1 and A 4.5.2
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114145
	CR
	Specify Es/Noc in RRM tests A 4.5.1 and A 4.5.2
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114146
	CR
	Specify Es/Noc in RRM tests A 4.5.1 and A 4.5.2
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114141
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.5.4a, A.5.4b
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114142
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.5.4a, A.5.4b
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114143
	CR
	Thresholds and margins for reporting of neighbour cells in RRM tests A.5.4a, A.5.4b
	Anritsu


Status: Agreed

	R4-114086
	Discussion
	Bounding Intra/Inter Frequency search requirements for Enhanced UE DRX in CELL_FACH
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114147
	CR
	Correction to Inter-system Handover TCs
	Anritsu


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114148
	CR
	Correction to Inter-system Handover TCs
	Anritsu


Withdrawn

	R4-114149
	CR
	Correction to Inter-system Handover TCs
	Anritsu


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114542
	CR
	Correct to 25.123 intra frequency Cell re-selection
	ZTE


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114543
	CR
	Correct to 25.123 intra frequency Cell re-selection
	ZTE


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114591
	CR
	Correct to 25.123 intra frequency Cell re-selection
	ZTE


Status: Withdrawn

6.2.4
UE performance requirements

6.2.5
BS performance requirements

7
Maintenance / Remaining works in Work items for Rel-10 *2

	R4-114548
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (5
Maintenance / Remaining works in Work items for Rel-10)
	Chair


Status: Agreed

7.1
Enhanced Downlink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE

7.1.1
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_eDL_MIMO-Perf]

7.1.2
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_eDL_MIMO-Perf]

	R4-114549
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (5.1.2
Enhanced Downlink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE)
	Chair


Status: Agreed

	R4-114209
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL-MIMO demodulation requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114093
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL-MIMO CQI tests
	Intel Corporation


Status: Noted

	R4-114020
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL-MIMO PMI reporting
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-114630
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL MIMO CSI requirements
	Fujitsu


Status: Noted

	R4-114019
	Discussion
	Discussion on the CQI test under static channel
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-114406
	Discussion
	CQI testing for eDLMIMO
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Renesas: For Opt.3, phase error doesn't limit the phase error in rx port. It would be premature to conclude as impossible.

ST-Ericsson: Opt.3, we don't say it is infeasible but the phase error in tx ports should be considered taking into account the actual scenario.

Qualcomm: Scenario proposed by Anritsu is not realistic meanwhile the paper says don't need to apply realistic scenario in the following section.

ST-Ericsson: We may apply phase errors per antenna and would not be a problem.

NEC: Out going LS to RAN5 drafted in R4-114151 would just shift the discussion to RAN5.

Status: Noted

	R4-114151
	LS out
	LS to RAN5: Channel matrix impairments for CSI tests
	Anritsu


To be revised into a new tdoc and to be reviewed in the e-mail.

Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114210
	Discussion
	CSI-RS rate matching test for non TM9 capable UEs
	Qualcomm Incorporated


NEC: In reality, there is no 'non-TM9 capable UE'.

Qualcomm: Because of the FGI bit, there is UEs which would not be 'tested' with TM9.

Option 3 is agreed as the way forward in the evening adhoc. (see R4-114802).

Status: Noted

	R4-114107
	Discussion
	On CSI performance testing using CSI-RS
	NEC


Renesas: BLER should be the real value, should not be hypothesis one. The last condition seems rather loose.

Motorola mobility: The proposal seems implementation sensitive.

ST-Ericsson: We agree with the proposal on the beta value.

Status: Noted

	R4-114211
	Discussion
	On the remaining aspects of PMI and RI reporting accuracy tests for eDL-MIMO
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Motorola mobility: Prop.1 seems similar to the existing throughput requirements we already have.

Renesas: We support Prop.1 that is the only one handling the cross over point of the performance.

Intel: For prop.2, uses feedback mode of 3-1, why not 1-1?

Motorola mobility: Depending on the receiver implementation, the cross over point would be shifted and would not be a fixed value.

Huawei: The crossing point has been studied amongst the companies in RAN4. Our study last time showed the proposed two points would not be a proper condition to be tested.

ST-Ericsson: Finding the suitable beta value would be difficult and would result in rather looser requirements. We have been looking for the low correlation case so far. Don't we need to consider higher correlation case?

Renesas: Any beta value could be strictly positive and would not be a looser requirement.

Status: Noted

	R4-114249
	Discussion
	Discussion on PMI testing for eDL-MIMO
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


ST-Ericsson: in page 2, random start would cause slow variation.

Renesas: We would use steering vector.

CATT: Follow w1, w2, could you elaborate a little bit more?

Renesas: We can exclude errors in practice. We see less impact to the selection caused by the denominator in the equation.

Status: Noted

	R4-114094
	Discussion
	Discussion on PMI test cases for eDL-MIMO TDD
	Intel Corporation


ST-Ericsson: Do we need the proposed test conditions?

Intel: Under the higher correlation case, 60% throughput point would not be sufficient as the conditions since it would be saturated region.

Renesas: We share the point raised by ST-Ericsson. Our preference is to use random reference as much as possible and then apply fewer SNR point.

Status: Noted

	R4-114605
	Discussion
	Spatial correlation matrix for cross-polarized antenna arrays and comparison with other methods
	Azimuth Systems


The best statement of the week prize candidate: "Comparing the various derivations is a bit like comparing solutions to the Rubik’s Cube puzzle: it is difficult to grasp without having done the work yourself, and then, the only people interested are those who have also solved the problem.  In the end, all the solutions work; most people won’t care how they work."

Renesas: The paper is informative and the observation in the paper looks sensible.

Status: Noted

	R4-114021
	Discussion
	Considerations on PMI tests for 8Tx cross-polarized antennas
	ZTE


Renesas: Applying low correlation would mandate through search.

Status: Noted

	R4-114119
	Discussion
	Considerations on 8-Tx PMI reporting verification for eDL-MIMO
	CATT


Renesas: We agree with the principles. We should avoid changing 'w' over 1 PMI cycle, 

Anritsu: Would the proposal is to sweep the whole range, whole number cycle?

CATT: We don't have detailed analysis on 1 vs. 3 cycle yet.

Status: Noted

	R4-114407
	Discussion
	PMI testing for 8TX eDLMIMO
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114525
	Discussion
	Considerations on CSI tests for e-DL MIMIO with 8 CSI-RS ports
	Samsung


Status: revised in 4694
	R4-114694
	Discussion
	Considerations on CSI tests for e-DL MIMIO with 8 CSI-RS ports
	Samsung


Status: Noted

	R4-114453
	Discussion
	Discussion on CQI and PMI tests
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Renesas: Why we should use low correlation? RAN1 applies high correlation in their discussion.

Intel: PMI test, we have a concern to the low correlation case. There is a difference between detection performance using 2 and 4 codes. 

Qualcomm: We share the same concern with Renesas and Intel. As for the random omega 1 and selected omega 2 proposed, it would force specific implementation to the UEs. : 

ST-Ericsson: Agree with previous speakers. Chosen metrics, we need to consider the meaningful metric which should be a realistic one.

Huawei: We will discuss further in offline. For the metrics, it is not a new one.

According to the RAN1 agreement, larger inter element is in the second priority. The correlation would also depend on the channel conditions. Considering the complexity and testability, using low correlation is useful.

Status: Noted

	R4-114024
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: FDD PMI reporting requirements for transmission mode 9
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-114277
	CR
	CQI reporting accuracy test on eDL MIMO
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114278
	CR
	PMI reporting accuracy test on eDL MIMO
	NTT DOCOMO, Huawei, HiSilicon, Intel, ZTE, LG Electronics


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114092
	Discussion
	Discussion on RI testing methodologies and penalty of advanced receivers
	Intel Corporation


Renesas: We disagree with the proposal. The proposal is not the optimum approach since it would affect the coding chain we have been assuming. We should consider actual receiver.

Qualcomm: Multiple receivers from multiple companies would have multiple cross over points.

Intel: In our view MRD receiver would provide the similar receiver of MMSE. The cross over point would be different but the point is to choose the SNR point which is far away from the cross over point.

NEC: If we apply lower SNR point, we also need to consider the control channel performance.

Status: Noted

	R4-114248
	Discussion
	Comparison of the rank indication test proposals
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


ST-Ericsson: In Fig-2 and 3 in section 4.2, each dotted line corresponds to the legend in the right hand side? -> Ans. Yes.

Huawei: Receiver agnostic testing point should be established. A UE may pass these three tests easily.

ST-Ericsson: Are you proposing better value? We haven't seen analysis in the higher correlation case.

Motorola mobility: The assumption seems misleading, as the hypothetical receiver is assumed.

Renesas: For the beta values, we will investigate different values for different testing points. We have seen only the simulation outcomes which would not represent the actual receiver anyway.

Intel: What does the 'advanced receiver' do? -> Ans. The receiver improves rank 2 performance.

Motorola mobility: It is time to agree on the certain metrics.

ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm: We would need further technical study through simulations to get the realistic requirements.

Status: Noted

	R4-114408
	Discussion
	Discussion on RI metrics for eDLMIMO
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114098
	Discussion
	Discussion on RI test methodology for eDL-MIMO
	Motorola Mobility


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114454
	Discussion
	Test methodology of RI test
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114279
	CR
	Introduction of TM9 RI reporting accuracy requirements
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114022
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Reference measurement channel for FDD PMI reporting on eDL-MIMO
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-114023
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Reference measurement channel for TDD PMI reporting on eDL-MIMO
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-114657
	CR
	CR to TS36.101: Fixed reference channel for PDSCH demodulation performance requirements on eDL-MIMO
	ZTE


ZTE: It was the postponed CR.

Status: Agreed

	R4-114673
	CR
	Introduction of TM9 demodulation performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ST-Ericsson: Resubmission of the agreed CR.

Status: Revised in 4787

	R4-114787
	CR
	Introduction of TM9 demodulation performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114745
	Information
	Summary of latest alignment and impairments results for TM9 demodulation tests
	NEC


Status: Noted

	R4-114806
	Approval
	Way forward on studies for TM9 rank indication
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson,


e-mail approval

Status: revised in 4845

	R4-114845
	Approval
	Way forward on studies for TM9 rank indication
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson,


Status: Email approval

	R4-114815
	CR
	CR for TS 36.101 Annex B: Static channels for CQI tests
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Intel


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114826
	Approval
	Framework for the CSI reporting accuracy performance requirements on eDL MIMO (Revision 2)
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: e-mail approval

7.2
Uplink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE

7.2.1
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]

	R4-114576
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.2.1 Uplink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE), BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test)
	Chair


Status: approved
	R4-114004
	CR
	Correction to UL MIMO
	ZTE, Alcatel Lucent


Nokia: now that we do not have CPE anymore, should we change the suffix D to suffix C?
Ericsson: removing the sentence “that is, Transmission Mode 1 or Transmission Mode 2 with DCI Format 0 configured,” from after the table 6.2.2B-2 will be misleading.

Status: agreed
	R4-114464
	Approval
	Adding the operating band for UL-MIMO
	Huawei


Status: approved

	R4-114463
	CR
	Adding the operating band for UL-MIMO
	Huawei


No technical concerns

Fujitsu: need to confirm that UL-MIMO is by per-band basis.

Status: revised in 4837
	R4-114837
	CR
	Adding the operating band for UL-MIMO
	Huawei


Status: agreed

	R4-114465
	Approval
	UL-MIMO Phase Continuity Requirements
	Huawei


Agilent: What is absolute ? in the case the two antennas jump, Is it the difference that matters or is it the fact that both had moved ?

Status: Noted
	R4-114212
	Discussion
	Relative phase discontinuity
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-114466
	CR
	UL-MIMO Phase Continuity Requirements
	Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-114734
	CR
	Introduction of correlation matrices for UL MIMO
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Agilent Technologies, TMC


Resubmission of the agreed CR in Barcelona.

Status: Agreed
7.2.2
UE Performance aspect
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]

7.2.3
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]

7.3
Four carrier HSDPA

7.3.1
RRM Performance aspect
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]

	R4-114577
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.3.2
Four carrier HSDPA, UE Performance aspect)
	Chair


Status: Approved
7.3.2
UE Performance aspect
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]

7.3.3
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]

	R4-114071
	CR
	Introduction of HS-DPCCH detection requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114332
	CR
	Introduction of HS-DPCCH detection requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Inc.


Status: revised in 4793

	R4-114793
	CR
	Introduction of HS-DPCCH detection requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Inc.


Status: Agreed

	R4-114333
	Approval
	4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH  Summary of Simulation Results
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4794

	R4-114794
	Approval
	4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH  Summary of Simulation Results
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114644
	CR
	UE demodulation performance requirements
	ST-Ericsson/Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Status: Noted

7.4
Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE

	R4-114629
	CR
	CR on 36.141 for Home BS Output Power for co-channel E-UTRA protection
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 4790

	R4-114790
	CR
	CR on 36.141 for Home BS Output Power for co-channel E-UTRA protection
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 4832

	R4-114832
	CR
	CR on 36.141 for Home BS Output Power for co-channel E-UTRA protection
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Ericsson: We need to fix all the tbd values.

Status: postponed to the next time

7.4.1
UE Performance requirements
[eICIC_LTE-Perf]

	R4-114550
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (5.4.1
Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE)
	Chair


Status: Agreed

	R4-114578
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.4.1
Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE, Core part)
	Chair


Status: Approved
	R4-114824
	Approval
	Way Forward on Scheduling Patterns in eICIC   Demod and CSI Reporting Requirements
	Qualcomm Inc, Intel, Samsung, Huawei, HiSilicon, DOCOMO, Fujitsu, ZTE, NEC, CATT


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114825
	Approval
	Way Forward on interference level setting for                              eICIC Demod Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114834
	Information
	Meeting minutes for eICIC Ad-Hoc at RAN4 #60
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: e-mail review
	R4-114836
	Approval
	Way Forward on interference level setting for                                eICIC Demod Requirements
	Ericsson, ST Ericsson, LGE


Status: e-mail approval

7.4.2
RRM Performance aspect
[eICIC_LTE-Perf]

	R4-114214
	Discussion
	System level simulation on side conditions for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 4720

	R4-114720
	Discussion
	System level simulations on side condition for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114261
	Discussion
	System simulations for eICIC cell search
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Status: Noted

	R4-114350
	Discussion
	Basic framework for eICIC performance requirement and test cases
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4670

	R4-114670
	Discussion
	Basic framework for eICIC performance requirement and test cases
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114427
	Discussion
	Additional system results
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4741

	R4-114741
	Discussion
	Additional system results
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114496
	Discussion
	The impacts on cell search in eICIC from system perspective
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114025
	Discussion
	Consideration on measurements regarding MBSFN configuration for eICIC
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-114420
	Discussion
	On blank MBSFN issues
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Samsung: What is the exact assumption behind the sentence of "UE assumes all the CRS are available? -> Ans.: We assume certain interference in the first symbol and UE may not use that for eg..

NTT docomo: What is the expected work in RAN2 if we send the LS to RAN2? -> Ans.: The way how to resolve the issue is up to RAN2.

NTT docomo: Are you proposing to use the entire MBSFN sub frame? -> Ans.: We don't see much difference depends on the configurations.

NTT docomo: Are you proposing to set a new requirement? -> Ans.: No. The requirement already exists.

Qualcomm: You are assuming both network side configuration is ensured (may impact E-MBMS configuration) and UE behaviors is mandated corresponds to that.

Ericsson: For the typical case scenario, we propose to apply prop.3 in this document.

Status: Noted

	R4-114216
	Discussion
	On MBSFN configuration in RRM tests for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Withdrawn

	R4-114247
	Approval
	Way forward for restricted measurements with MBSFN subframes on measured cells
	NTT DOCOMO


Qualcomm: We agree with the analysis. How do you analyze option 2, i.e. why isn't option 3 sufficient?

NTT docomo: For Option 2, even when the network provides enough number of MBSFN sub frames, we still wonder UEs may assume there are some non MBSFN sub frames and use other symbols than the first symbol. Option 2 would give more consistent behavior in the UEs.

Qualcomm: The current configuration in rel-8, UE behavior is clearly stated and tested. We don't see any necessity to introduce (option 2) to limit the symbol allocation.

NTT docomo: Option 3 says 'sufficiently large number of frames' but we have a concern what exactly 'sufficiently large'?

Ericson: Compare with rel-8, the problem would be a UE has only one MBSFN frame (and zero symbols for MBSFN).

Samsung: 'sufficient' would correspond to the case where at least one of the four radio frame should have non MBSFN frame.

Status: Noted

	R4-114059
	Discussion
	Restricted Measurements with MBSFN Configuration
	Alcatel-Lucent


Samsung: We agree most of the proposals except the impact to the measurement.

Ericsson: We should send simple LS to RAN2 which does not say anything on the solution but points out the issue from RAN4 perspective and leave RAN2 to decide the solution.

Samsung: First we should agree on the requirements before sending the LS.

Ericsson: I believe there is surely an ambiguity which is the problem.

Status: Noted

	R4-114526
	Discussion
	eICIC measurement for MBSFN configuration
	Samsung


ALU: Prop.1, why you have the restriction not to have any normal ABS frames? -> Ans.: One is for normal ABS and the other is the blank one. Up to NW configuration,

Ericsson: I agree with the comment made by ALU.

Status: Noted

	R4-114527
	CR
	CR on number of non-MBSFN subframe within restricted resource pattern
	Samsung


Status: Noted

	R4-114170
	Discussion
	Consideration on the Pico cell list for eICIC RRM measurements
	LG Electronics


Status: Noted

	R4-114217
	Discussion
	On measSubframeCellList when eICIC is configured
	Qualcomm Incorporated


NTT docomo: If we follow option 1, only two cells to be measured. There is no guarantee these two cells are the best cells. In case the cells are weak ones, it would cause a problem.

Qualcomm: I agree it would have a performance impact.

Ericsson: Our concern is that the current requirements that reduce the number of cells measured from 8 to 2 considering the Pico cells scenario.

Qualcomm: The restricted cells are two but other cells are kept same and total number of cells (to be measured and reported) is the same.

Ericsson: In opt.1, you don't mandate any measurement, do you?

Qualcomm: In opt.2, "if you provide the list", we don't change the requirement. It is because without the list, it is very hard to carry out the measurement.

Nokia: Have you simulated the levels of the cells from which the '8' cells derived? -> Ans.: Qualcomm: We are talking about not changing the receiving capability which measure 8 cells (as in rel-8). This is based on the UE capability. We are looking into the impact by narrowing the number of measured cells.

Ericsson: We have provided system simulation results. The proposal form Qualcomm in this meeting, it is a new proposal that no cell list is provided, a UE to provide the report contains only two cells. Our view is in principle, it would be fine but we need to check the number (of 'two'). We don't have any system analysis in that context.

LGE: The proposal would only impact UE implementation. We don't understand why we should define the system simulator to define the cell list. We don't propose not to make any change to the neighbor cell measurement. 

Status: Noted

	R4-114060
	Discussion
	Neighbor Cells List for Restricted Patterns
	Alcatel-Lucent


LGE: Since in eICIC case, UE measure only the cells in the list. The proposal would impact the UE processing power and impact the handover procedure.

Qualcomm: We share the same view to LGE in the context of UE processing power. We may keep the feature optional as an optional feature.

ALU: ABS pattern could be applied to all the cells. Additional signaling would not be necessary.

Status: Noted

	R4-114169
	Discussion
	Draft LS on UE measurements with blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	LG Electronics


Status: Noted

	R4-114419
	LS out
	LS on UE measurements with blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4838

	R4-114838
	LS out
	[DRAFT] LS on UE measurements with blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	RAN WG4


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114027
	Discussion
	cell identification delay performance results for eICIC
	ZTE


Renesas: The paper provides good information why our simulation campaign from different companies showed different performance. The tuning parameters should be carefully checked.

QUALCOMM: The paper in line with our last agreement on the way forward.

Renesas: We have a concern to make fine tuning of the parameters based on certain scenarios and set of parameters.

Huawei: We may not still be able to align the simulation rules even using these X, Y, Z parameters.

Ericsson: We share the view showed by Huawei. (Case 2 at least we cannot agree on the results.)

QUALCOMM: We believe we can introduce some parameters and make improvement for rel-10 terminals rather to apply rel-8 algorithm as they are. In AWGN case, we will see larger improvement (on the contrary, fading case would not show large difference.)

Fujitsu: We share the same view with Renesas and Ericsson. Whether the parameter change is small, it would impact the actual UE implementation.

Samsung: The purpose of these X,Y,Z combination study was whether there is an impact to the performance requirements.

Status: Noted

	R4-114531
	Discussion
	Cell identification simulation result
	Samsung


Status: Noted

	R4-114089
	Discussion
	Simulation results for cell identification delay in eICIC
	Intel Corporation


Status: Noted

	R4-114171
	Discussion
	Further evaluation on simulation results of cell identification for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Status: revised in 4684

	R4-114684
	Discussion
	Further evaluation on simulation results of cell identification for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Status: Noted

	R4-114262
	Discussion
	Cell identification results for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Samsung: Where the margin of 3dB comes from? -> Ans.: considering 1dB margin and 3dB interferer.

Status: Noted

	R4-114631
	Discussion
	Cell identification simulation results for eICIC
	Fujitsu


Status: Noted

	R4-114220
	Discussion
	Cell identification requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114418
	Discussion
	On cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114495
	Discussion
	Side condition for Cell identification in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Qualcomm: It seems for the 40ms, only one PSS is selected. -> Ans.: We try to apply 3 options in our paper.

ZTE: How did you distinguish a weaker cell under the stronger cell? -> Ans. In 40ms, we detect multiple cells.

Status: Noted

	R4-114497
	Discussion
	DRX requirement for cell identification in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114221
	CR
	CR on cell identification delay for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: postponed to the next time

	R4-114028
	CR
	CR to TS36.133: Cell identification requirement for eICIC
	ZTE


Status: postponed to the next time

	R4-114417
	CR
	Cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: postponed to the next time

	R4-114222
	Discussion
	Cell identification test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114026
	Discussion
	Consideration on cell identification test cases for eICIC
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-114172
	CR
	Test cases of cell identification for eICIC
	LG Electronics


Status: postponed to the next time

	R4-114223
	CR
	CR on cell identification test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: postponed to the next time

	R4-114218
	Discussion
	RRM test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Huawei: We only want to set the cases which representative TCs. It would be enough to consider Non-DRX case only for eICIC.

Ericsson: We can cut down the TCs. RLM case, for example, we don't need to test 1 tx case. We don't need ETU70 either. Some high level parameters should be aligned first.

Status: Noted

	R4-114441
	Discussion
	Test Configuration for eICIC RRM Test Cases
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Huawei: We suggest using non-DRX cases for all the eICIC including RLM and cell identification. Also suggest reusing the same ABS configuration for TDD case than using 1x8 as proposed.

Ericsson: The intention is to use 1x8 for FDD case.

NTT docomo: The NW would offload to the pico cell, in that sense, non-DRX case would be a typical scenario.

Qualcomm: The interference level of 1dB has yet to be agreed. RRM case, current assumption is 5dB interference in [ ]. In case the proposal from Ericsson could be the base line, I would like to ask Ericsson to volunteer to coordinate the discussion on TCs.

Ericsson: We can be a volunteer. Our view on the interference is opposite to Qualcomm.

Status: Noted

	R4-114442
	Discussion
	List of RRM Test Cases for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4814

	R4-114814
	Discussion
	List of RRM Test Cases for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114498
	Approval
	eICIC test cases consideration and work plan
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114500
	Discussion
	RLM simulation in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Samsung: We support the proposal.

Qualcomm: PDCCH BLER should not be affected by DRX cycle. What is the exact meaning of "the same performance to rel-8"?

Huawei: Different DRX cycles cause 'minor' difference caused by different samples. (1ms sample period is used in our simulator) 

Status: Noted

	R4-114425
	Discussion
	On RLM L1 measurement period requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Samsung: We shouldn't preclude possible implementation. We need alignment between on duration and measurement period as in our tdoc in 4528.

Renesas: We also need to consider UE power consumption when we discuss the on duration.

Status: Noted

	R4-114528
	Discussion
	RLM evaluation period for eICIC
	Samsung


Huawei: We fully agree with Samsung's proposal.

Status: Noted

	R4-114421
	CR
	RLM L1 measurement period requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: postponed to the next time

	R4-114529
	CR
	CR on RLM evaluation period for eICIC
	Samsung


Status: revised in 4810

	R4-114810
	CR
	CR on RLM evaluation period for eICIC
	Samsung


Status: postponed to the next time

	R4-114219
	CR
	CR on RLM test cases for eICIC with short DRX
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114579
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.4.3
Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE, RRM Performance aspect
	Chair


Status: Approved
	R4-114224
	Discussion
	RSRP RSRQ measurement accuracy test
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114225
	CR
	CR on test cases for RSRP RSRQ measurement accuracy
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114173
	CR
	RSRQ test cases for eICIC
	LG Electronics


Status: Noted

	R4-114499
	CR
	RSRP accuracy test case in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114213
	Discussion
	ABS configuration for demodulation requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114109
	Discussion
	On ABS pattern for CSI and demodulation testing
	NEC


Qualcomm: 10ms based pattern would not be used in the actual deployment.

NEC: We believe the 10ms frame should be used in the real network.

Status: Noted

	R4-114251
	Discussion
	UE demodulation under colliding RS in eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Ericsson: We cannot avoid the colliding cases. A UE doesn't have the knowledge on the position of colliding sub frame.

Status: noted

	R4-114348
	Discussion
	Consideration on PDCCH/PDSCH test for non-ABS subframes
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114807
	Approval
	Way forward for eICIC under colliding RS and non-MBSFN-ABS
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Qualcomm Inc., NTT DOCO


Ericsson: It the assumption CSI accuracies are the same to the one in rel-8? -> Ans. yes.

Ericsson: The performance should be different from rel-8.

Status: Noted

	R4-114352
	Discussion
	Priority list for performance requirement and test cases for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
	R4-114447
	Discussion
	Test cases for eICIC demodulation
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: not handled

	R4-114088
	Discussion
	Simulation results for the evaluation of PDCCH performance in eICIC
	Intel Corporation


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114168
	Discussion
	Simulation results of the evaluation of PDCCH performance for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114215
	Discussion
	PDCCH performance for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114250
	Discussion
	PDCCH performance evaluation for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114349
	Discussion
	Simulation results for PDCCH performance in eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114351
	Discussion
	PDSCH performance for colliding/non-colliding non-MBSFN ABS
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114530
	Discussion
	eICIC PDSCH demodulation performance
	Samsung


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114426
	Discussion
	Impact of system information reading on eICIC requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: not handled

	R4-114511
	Approval
	Discussion on CGI reading requirement in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: not handled

	R4-114161
	Approval
	eICIC Autonomous Power setting parameters finalization
	Picochip


Status: not handled

	R4-114422
	Discussion
	Requirements for UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: not handled

	R4-114514
	Discussion
	Discussion on positioning in HetNet
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114423
	CR
	Measurement requirements for UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: not handled

	R4-114424
	CR
	Accuracy requirements for UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: not handled

	R4-114828
	Approval
	Way forward on eICIC ABS pattern for demodulation performance and CSI reporting tests
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm, et al


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114804
	Approval
	eICIC Way Forward on measurement regarding MBSFN configuration 
	Samsung


Status: Email approval

7.5
Multi-standard radio Base Station RF requirements for non-contiguous spectrum deployments

	R4-114551
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (5.5.1 Multi-standard radio Base Station RF requirements for non-contiguous spectrum deployments)
	Chair


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

Can we formally approve the agreed documents in R4#59AH?
Status: Approved

	R4-114580
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.5.1 Multi-standard radio Base Station RF requirements for non-contiguous spectrum deployments)
	Chair


· R4-113405
Correction of receiver conformance testing
Huawei
CR

· R4-113870
Correction of receiver conformance testing
Huawei
CR

Can we formally approve the agreed documents in R4#59AH?
Status: Approved

	R4-114386
	CR
	Removal of Annex A in TR 37.802
	Ericsson


· Annex A is deleted. Some editorial corrections are also made in the body of the TR 37.802

Status: Approved

	R4-114470
	CR
	Correction on TR 37.141 sub-clause 6.6.2.5 (Rel-9)
	Huawei


· The test requirement in Table 6.6.2.5.2-2 is corrected.

Status: Agreed
	R4-114471
	CR
	Correction on TR 37.141 sub-clause 6.6.2.5 (Rel-10)
	Huawei


· The test requirement in Table 6.6.2.5.2-2 is corrected.

Status: Agreed
	R4-114363
	CR
	Alignment of TC carrier position with channel raster in TS 37.141
	Ericsson


· A clarification is added to allow the RF bandwidth and individual carriers to be shifted slightly to align carriers with the channel raster. The minimum allowed frequency separation between carriers of different types is clarified.

Discussion:


NSN: Some UTRA channel raster could not be covered


Ericsson: To check offline

Status: Noted

	R4-114364
	CR
	Alignment of TC carrier position with channel raster in TS 37.141
	Ericsson


· For Rel-10. Same as R4-114363.

Status: Noted
7.5.1
BS Conformance test
[MSR_NC-Perf]

	R4-114003
	Approval
	Test configurations for non-contiguous MSR operation
	Nokia Siemens Networks


· This document proposes how to define test configurations for non-contiguous operation. It is proposed to agree on the text proposal to TS 37.141.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Minor edits needed, but could approve now and fix them in CR later.

NSN: Agree to approve now and fix in CR

Status: Approved

	R4-114468
	CR
	Introduction of Test Configurations for MSR_NC
	Huawei


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114467
	Discussion
	On MSR_NC Test Configuration
	Huawei


· not only the high PSD in the RF bandiwth edges but also high PSD in each sub-block edges should be taken into account when the number of carriers is larger than 4.

· If the BS supports at least 6 carriers, it is suggested to test the most stringent case

Status: Noted

	R4-114029
	Discussion
	Discussion on Test Configuration for MSR_NC
	ZTE


· propose that the determination of sub-block size and sub-block gap size should be after the allocation of carriers according to the test configuration.

· If more than two GSM carriers are supported by the BS, additionally place one carrier respectively adjacent to the sub-block gap edge. It would make the emission level test in sub-block gap more stringent.

· propose to use following general Rx test configuration method considering operation with E-UTRA:

1) Place two carriers adjacent to the upper RF bandwidth edge. Place two carriers adjacent to the lower RF bandwidth edge. If 5 MHz E-UTRA carriers are not supported by the BS the narrowest supported channel BW shall be selected instead.

2) If the derived sub-block gap size is less than 15MHz, place only one carrier adjacent to the upper RF bandwidth edge, and place only one carrier adjacent to the lower RF bandwidth edge.

Status: Noted

	R4-114359
	Approval
	Test configuration aspects for MSR-NC 
	Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114360
	Approval
	Test configuration to test case matching
	Ericsson


· Some of the main points in this contribution are:

1) For BS where the manufacturer has declared different parameters for contiguous and non-contiguous operation the test is performed once with a contiguous test configuration and once with a non-contiguous test configuration.

2) For BS where the manufacturer has declared the same parameters for contiguous and non-contiguous operation most tests are performed using the non-contiguous test configurations. However to ensure proper operation of the BS in contiguous mode some tests are repeated using a contiguous test configuration as well.

3) For BS not capable of non-contiguous operation the test configurations remain the same.

4) Single carrier tests are performed using the parameters for contiguous operation.

5) Testing for multi carrier LTE is introduced for TDD as well as FDD since the commonalities between TDD and FDD are so large in LTE.

· It is proposed that the attached TP is incorporated in TR 37.141 when defining the test procedures for MSR-NC.

Discussion:

NSN: Need to discuss more details, such as receiver GSM operation, single RAT requirements etc.

Alcatel-Lucent: Similar concerns as NSN, need further discussion.

Status: Noted

	R4-114520
	Discussion
	 proposal for MSR-NC TX/RX testing 
	Alcatel-Lucent


Discussion:

NSN: Table 5.1 not implemented in other sessions. Band category 3 not updated. 

Status: Noted

	R4-114672
	Approval
	Applicability of requirements and test configurations
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Discussion：

Ericsson: detail editorials to be discussed, in principal OK. Need CR for approval.

Status: Noted

	R4-114361
	Approval
	Introduction of MSR-NC in TS 37.141; TX conformance testing
	Ericsson


· The following TX test cases are proposed to be updated when MSR-NC is introduced in TS 37.141:

1) 6.6.2 Operating band unwanted emissions


2) 6.6.4 Adjacent Channel Leakage power Ratio (ACLR)

3) 6.7  Transmitter intermodulation

Discussion:

Huawei: CR still under discussion.

Status: Noted

	R4-114362
	Approval
	Introduction of MSR-NC in TS 37.141; RX conformance testing
	Ericsson


· The following RX test cases are proposed to be updated when MSR-NC is introduced in TS 37.141:

1) 7.4
In-band selectivity and blocking

2) 7.7
Receiver intermodulation

Discussion:

Huawei: similar situation as previous paper 4361.

Status: Noted

	R4-114469
	Discussion
	Update of test requirements for MSR_NC
	Huawei


· provide text proposal on the conformance test of requirements showing the excepted changes to TS 37.141

· The following points are considered:

1) The test for requirement for contiguous spectrum operation is kept unchanged.

2) The test requirement is updated for MSR_NC

3) The mothod of test and test requirements for non-contiguous operation are introduced.

4) The calculation of the third order intermodulation products in case of transmitter intermodulation for MSR_NC is clarified.

Status: Noted

	R4-114789
	CR
	Introduction of test requirements for MSR-NC in 37.141
	Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Ne


Status: agreed

7.6
Others (Maintenance of closed WIs in Rel-10)

7.6.1
Maintenance for the core requirements in Release-10

	R4-114036
	CR
	CR for 36.101: Transmitter part
	ZTE


Nokia: not sure it is necessary to list all the AMPR values.

Status: Noted
	R4-114037
	CR
	CR for 36.101: Receiver part
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-114582
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.7.1
Maintenance for the core requirements in Release-10)
	Chair


Status: Approved
7.6.1.1
Reselection from UTRAN to EUTRAN

	R4-114583
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.7.1.1
Reselection from UTRAN to EUTRAN)
	Chair


Status: Approved
	R4-114226
	Discussion
	Carrier Aggregation RRM Tests
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson: We agree with the first and second proposal in the conclusion. We need to consider introducing new location related requirements which are missing. Requirements related to SCell should be discussed more detail eg. how many cells should be measured in the test case.

ALU: For inter band cases, we need case-by-case consideration.

Status: Noted

	R4-114228
	Discussion
	Requirements for inter-frequency measurements for CA capable UEs
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Renesas: We should carefully check the impact to the hardware complexity in the RF sections in UEs.

Ericsson: We agree with the comment from Renesas. We shouldn't make simple copy of the requirements from the intra frequency case.

NTT docomo: It is an optional case and when (and only when) a UE supports the feature, the requirements should be applied. By the way, how about the measurement period of 200ms would be applied? 

Qualcomm: It is an optional feature and the requirements are identical to the one in UMTS.

Ericsson: There is a separate capability, i.e. compressed mode and carrier aggregation in LTE. In LTE, UE does not need to have compressed mode capability.

Renesas: Our understanding is the capability is specified in rel-10. Need check with RAN2 experts.

Qualcomm: We also believe it is rel-10 capability. As for the question form docomo, we need to discuss further.

NTT docomo: We may assume additional searcher or extra RF chain by separating these scenarios.

Status: noted

	R4-114538
	Discussion
	Discussion on UE interruption requirements in deactivated SCell measurements
	Research In Motion UK Limited


Renesas: We should carefully set the requirements for activation. We wouldn't set the requirements in such a inter mediate behavior between activated and in-activated states of the UEs.

NTT docomo: When we also think about the transition period when we set the test cases.

Ericsson: I agree with Renesas that we don't have any requirements in these transient case unless it is a critical requirements.

Status: Noted

	R4-114258
	Discussion
	Simulations of reselection from UTRA to E-UTRA
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Qualcomm: Missing things we believe are in the following aspects:

・ the battery life would be affected.

・ Three metrics proposed: Average selection per minutes: UTRA to E-UTRA and vice versa would have the same assumption?, Maximum 

・ Simulation results:

・Motivation for Higher priority reselection:

・ The maximum uncertain time

・ When Renesas to provide the new parameters? Are we going to base on only the 3km/h scenario?

Renesas:

・ We don't understand how the battery life is impacted.

・ We welcome the feedback from other companies to our assumed scenario (staying longer).

・ We don't believe none-static UE moving slower than 3km/h would give a good metric but further feedback is welcome.

Qualcomm: Regarding the impact to the battery life, the RRM spec doesn't say when the UE can stop its continuous measurement and would cause the battery impact.

Renesas: Cell FACH reselection could be discussed further. Higher priority reselection would give benefit. We may discuss these amongst other interested companies as well.

Renesas: We welcome from Qualcomm and other companies on 'shortening the measurement period'.

Status: noted

	R4-114255
	CR
	Improvement of higher priority reselection
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Qualcomm: Why the scaling factor is removed? -> Ans. The intention is to higher layer priority case, the scaling has already done and doubled scaling is not needed.

Status: Noted

	R4-114256
	CR
	Improvement of higher priority reselection
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Status: Noted

	R4-114257
	LS out
	Reselection from UTRA to E-UTRA in CELL-FACH
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Status: Revised in 4831

	R4-114831
	LS out
	Reselection from UTRA to E-UTRA in CELL-FACH
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


e-mail approval
Status: revised in 4844

	R4-114844
	LS out
	Reselection from UTRA to E-UTRA in CELL-FACH
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Status: Email approval

7.6.1.2
Maintenance of intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40)

	R4-114552
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (5.7.1.2 Maintenance of intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40)A)
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114265
	Approval
	BS TR for CA WI, TR 36.808, V1.7.0
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Approved

	R4-114584
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.7.1.2 Maintenance of intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40))
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114120
	Discussion
	Further considerations on CA UE time mask
	CATT


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114274
	Discussion
	Alternative way to define channel bandwidths per operating band for CA
	Nokia


Status: noted
	R4-114275
	CR
	Alternative way to define channel bandwidths per operating band for CA
	Nokia


Status: noted
	R4-114263
	LS out
	Bandwidth class signalling for non CA bands
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Qualcomm: the terminology is confusing. What is “All non-CA band combinations “?

Renesas: this is exactly the problem we are trying to address. We are trying to make consistency on the RAN2 specs.

Chairman: we should first clarify the understanding within RAN4 before addressing the LS to RAN2.

Offline discussion to take place to clarify.

Status: revised in 4786
	R4-114786
	LS out
	Bandwidth class signalling for non CA bands
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Status: approved
	R4-114227
	Discussion
	Carrier Aggregation PHR and Pcmax,c
	Qualcomm Incorporated


NTT Docomo: needs time to check, as it is related to PS schedule also.
Status: Noted
	R4-114064
	Approval
	The Upper Limit of Pcmax and P-MPR
	InterDigital


Ericsson: - There is no reason to limit to Power class.


- If Pcmax is reported correctly then it will have no impact on the RAN1 specs. 

InterDigital: The assumption is that the UE is going to respect the specs and it is stated in the MAC specs the UE uses the Pcmax. There is no reason why the UE will be changing the power headroom. 

Status: Noted
	R4-114372
	Discussion
	The upper limit of Pcmax
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Qualcomm: (comment to both documents 4372 and 4064) the behaviour is already existing today. Why do we need to change the specification ?
Qualcomm: does this make cheating standardized ?
Ericsson: yes it is possible to do but according to the standard it is not allowed.

Ericsson: This is not cheating as this is will be allowed.
InterDigital: tend to agree with QC. Why do we need to modify?
Ericsson: wants to make the specs consistent.

Status: Noted
	R4-114373
	CR
	Modification of the upper limit of Pcmax
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
7.6.1.2.1
Intra-band CA Power Control

	R4-114229
	Approval
	MPR for intra-band CA with single cluster on each component carrier
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Nokia: 
- There are differences with the results from Nokia.
 
- Offline to see where these differences come from.

Nokia to lead discussion offline in order to clarify where the inconsistency and difference comes from and clarify the scenarios.

Status: Noted
	R4-114230
	Approval
	MPR for Multi-cluster CA Bandwidth Class A
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted
	R4-114231
	Discussion
	Configured transmit power limit for carrier aggregation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-114270
	Discussion
	Intra-band contiguous CA power control
	Nokia


Ericsson: it is relevant to consider equal PSD. However, It may not be relevant to re-use the rel-8 requirements.
And if we want to reuse the rel-8 requirements then there is a power imbalance issue that needs to be addressed (due to leakage from the other CC particularly on i-q balance).

Qualcomm: equal PSD makes sense.

Status: Noted

	R4-114374
	Discussion
	Test configuration for verifying power control accuracy for intra-band CA
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Nokia:
- This CR does not address this concern on large power imbalance
Ericsson:- this may be needed but not at the first stage.

QC: 
- PSD is equal between the two carriers but the power difference between two CCs is limited. Is the difference related to the BW difference ? 


- - is it possible to meet the requirement if we use different power steps in the different CCs?

E/.//: 
- PSD is not included as an absolute requirement. It is only the absolute power.


- It should be possible to meet the requirement if we use different power steps in the different CCs.

QC: 
- we need some limitation on the PSD.


- preference is to have the same PSD.

Status: Noted

	R4-114375
	CR
	Power control accuracy for intra-band carrier aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Revised in 4822
	R4-114822
	CR
	Power control accuracy for intra-band carrier aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Chairman: TBD in the CR ?
Ericsson: it is due to time plan and in order to get to the ITU-R submission (?????) and get a framework, but recognise there is a need to do the work to finalise the values.

Status: agreed

	R4-114271
	CR
	Intra-band contiguous CA power control
	Nokia


Status: Nokia
	R4-114367
	Discussion
	Additional test case for aggregate power control accuracy
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Nokia: ok to have these tests as soon as the tolerances are acceptable.
Status: Noted
7.6.1.2.2
Intra-band CA Transmit modulations quality excluding EVM

	R4-114035
	Discussion
	Some experimental results about in-band emission for intra-band contiguous carrier aggregation
	ZTE


Ericsson: is this before or after FFT ?

ZTE: After FFT.

Status: Noted

	R4-114376
	Discussion
	Test configuration for in-band emission and EVM 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
	R4-114377
	CR
	In-band emissions requirements for intra-band carrier aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ZTE: (for the note) why is measurement BW is 2RBs , and why is measurement bandwidth LCRB needed.

Nokia: supports this contribution.

QC: does this CR take into account the different implementations with one or two radios ?

E///: The intention is that one or two radios is allowed. 

Fujitsu: note 1 changes drastically from Rel-8 and thus are not ready to accept this change.

Status: Revised in 4823
	R4-114823
	CR
	In-band emissions requirements for intra-band carrier aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
7.6.1.2.3
Intra-band CA spurious emissions UE Co-existence

	R4-114272
	Discussion
	Intra-band contiguous CA Ue to UE Co-ex
	Nokia


Status: Noted

	R4-114273
	CR
	Intra-band contiguous CA Ue to UE Co-ex
	Nokia


KDDI: what is the reason for selecting the frequency range 1940 to 1980 and excluded 1920 to 1940 

Nokia: fundamental reason is that the required AMPR will be very large, making CA unusable but they are open to the whole range.
Huawei: - An LS was sent to RAN2. Should we wait for the feedback from ran2?


- if it is NS by band class then we will need so many NS.
Nokia: 
- it may make sense to wait for RAN2 response LS. We can postpone the CR and have some MPR simulations in the meantime.


- we do need to minmize the network signalling values

Qualcomm: is there a way to minimze the test conditions?

( wait for the LS from RAN2 to progress in this subject.

Status: Noted
7.6.2
Maintenance for the performance requirements in Release-10

7.6.2.1
Carrier Aggregation for LTE
	R4-114553
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (5.7.2.1
Carrier Aggregation for LTE)
	Chair


Status: approved
	R4-114585
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.7.2.1
Maintenance for the performance requirements in Release-10)
	Chair


Status: Noted
	R4-114334
	CR
	Introduction of S-CPICH power offset accuracy test
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Inc.


Ericsson: Although it has TBD in the text, we propose to agree this CR.

Status: Agreed

	R4-113987
	CR
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei


Status: Agreed

	R4-114646
	CR
	Introduction of Carrier Aggregation for LTE in TS 37.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks,Alcatel-Lucent,CATT,Ericsson,Huawei,NTT DoCoMo,ZTE


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-113965
	CR
	Introduction of Pcmax,c reporting requirements for carrier aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Renesas: Reporting period should be clarified.

ALU: We apply the same logic as in power head room reporting which can be calculated in advance.

Status: revised in 4771

	R4-114771
	CR
	Introduction of Pcmax,c reporting requirements for carrier aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Agreed

	R4-114031
	CR
	Correction to RRC connection mobility control in CA
	ZTE


ALU: In the section, "target PCell" should be applied.

Status: revised in 4757

	R4-114757
	CR
	Correction to RRC connection mobility control in CA
	ZTE


Status: Agreed

	R4-114642
	CR
	RSTD Accuracy Requirements for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent, RIM, Qualcomm, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Huawei, Verizon


ALU: The CR is a resubmit ion of the agreed CR in the past RAN4 meeting which formal approval was postponed. 

Status: Agreed

	R4-114445
	Discussion
	Test case on event triggered measurement reporting in CA
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114245
	CR
	Introduction of UE Measurement Capability for non configured frequencies without measurement gaps
	NTT DOCOMO


Ericsson: We need to understand the capability being proposed in the context of measurement capability and CA.

Renesas: Similar view to Ericsson.

Renesas: Even it is an optional feature, it would cause tighter requirements to the base band part.

Ericsson: E-UTRAN capability has wider range and we need to carefully check such a boarder capability.

Status: Noted

	R4-114246
	CR
	Configurations of inter-freq measurement test cases for CA capable UEs
	NTT DOCOMO


Ericsson: For the Inter-RAT cases, we have GSM and others. It would not cause a practical problem but results in an error measurement because the UE would not find the proper cells.

NTT docomo: We agree with Ericsson that we need to add test cases.

ALU: Activated and non activated cells should be specified clearly.

NTT docomo: In RAN4, we may apply generic way and no need to explicit statement on 'activated' or 'non-activated'.

Renesas: The proposal may cause confusion because a single test case covers different aspect. We need to check the configurations in detail.

Status: Noted

	R4-114244
	CR
	Addition of test case for SCell/ SCC measurements when SCell is deactivated
	NTT DOCOMO


ALU: Is it only for intra case as in the cover page?

Huawei: AWGN is used but in the measurement cases, fading channels are applied. We can test the measurement reporting function simultaneously. These are the delta from our CR in tdoc 4517.

Ericsson: We need a specific configuration for this test. It would be better to test measurement reporting aspect as well.

Ericsson, Huawei: Separate tests for cell search and measurement would be our preferable way.

NTT docomo: Are you happy to increase the number of TCs if we have separate test cases for these two functions. We are fine to introducing separate TCs.

Huawei, Ericsson: The separation of these tests would ease the tests especially considering the 'glitch' nature.

Status: Noted

	R4-114517
	CR
	Measurement reporting test cases for E-UTRA FDD SCC with deactivated SCell when no common DRX is used
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-113967
	Discussion
	Discussion on RSRP and RSRQ Test Cases for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Huawei: We don't see any problem in Rel-8 to verify the performances.

ALU: Because of the images between the two carries, it would cause a problem.

Status: Noted

	R4-113968
	CR
	RSRP and RSRQ Test Cases for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted

	R4-114346
	Approval
	Way forward on carrier aggregation test configuration
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Qualcomm: In the sentence of "the RF impairments into the proposed margin as done for Release 8", do you expect CA specific margin? -> Ans. The margins should already been covered by rel-8 spec.

NEC: Do you think no additional RF margin (impairment) for CA needed? -> Ans. We don't need to have explicit model as proposed by Motorola mobility last time.

Renesas: The Frequency error issue should be discussed furthe (in the adhoc session).

CATT: Single UL carrier configuration should be for FDD case.

Motorola mobility: We see different (and additional) RF impairment impact caused by CA from the rel-8 cases. Frequency error of 200Hz proposed should also need to be discussed.

Fujitsu: For 10MHz cases, we will base on the rel-8 margin with additional margin if necessary. Do you think we re-consider all the margin form scratch? -> Ans. We may discuss the issue in offline.

Status: Noted

	R4-114443
	Discussion
	Test Configuration for Carrier Aggregation RRM Test Cases
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Huawei: Section 2.1, the first paragraph, "verify both cell identification and measurement reporting delay". It has something to do with cell search time. We don't think we test the measurement reporting delay. Short and long measurement cycle should be applied. Section 2.2, we support the proposal.

R&S: Applicability of inter and intra CA test. 10MHz in each carrier and refer to 36.101, but in some bands, 10MHz+10MHz CA is not specified.

ALU: Considering three cell configuration, different nature caused by inter UE interaction in a UE should be considered.

Ericsson: As for the measurement reporting delay. Should we have a separate test or merged into CA test cases. Regarding the measurement cycles, we have many combinations of the scenarios, which we should consider more. For the bandwidth issue raised by R&S, alternative solution would verify according to the UE capability. In case we see any necessity, we will introduce individual test for each combination although a UE should measure 6RB which is common in terms of base band functionality. Three cells in an accuracy test pointed out by ALU, I wonder whether it is critical scenario which we should explicitly specify.

NTT docomo: Before discussing Test configurations, we believe we should discuss several topics in advance. What kind of test is needed and then consider the complexity of the test method.

Ericsson: We are fine to introduce three cell configuration. As for the measurement cycle, short DRX cycle would be a practical one.

Renesas: In general we are fine with this generic approach which would give common configurations as much as possible. Only the exception would be 'glitch' aspect.

Ericsson to provide updated list in tdoc 4444 capturing all the comments from the experts.

Chair: Category B CRs in general this week, we will disuses their technical contents and may agree on them, but how to handle these CRs considering the exception of the WI will be discussed father amongst the experts and the reporter by the ran plenary.

Status: Noted

	R4-114444
	Discussion
	List of RRM Test Cases for Carrier Aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Nokia: For the time line, do we need ask another extent ion of the work? For phase II, what is the prioritization aspect considering the other works in rel-11?

ALU: We may merge latter part of Ph.1 and first part of Ph.2 and do everything by December.

Ericsson: We may ask 3 month extent ion by December and complete the work in Ph.1 (aiming rel-10).

Time Plan for CA RRM Tests

§
Completion of Phase I CA RRM tests

–
2 RAN4 meeting cycles

§
RAN4#60bis (October 2011)

-
Initial phase test drafts and alignment

§
RAN4#61 (November 2011)

-
Final CRs agreed for TS 36.133 

§
Completion of Phase II CA RRM tests

–
2 RAN4 meeting cycles

§
RAN4#62 (Feb 2012)

-
Initial phase test drafts and alignment

§
RAN4#62bis (April 2012)

-
Final CRs agreed for TS 36.133 

Status: Revised in 4748

	R4-114748
	Discussion
	List of RRM Test Cases for Carrier Aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NTT DOCOMO, CATT


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114501
	Approval
	Test cases for carrier aggregation
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Ericsson: We may not need to test the asynchronous case. 'glitch' aspect is missing.

Status: Noted

	R4-113966
	Discussion
	Further Discussion on RRM Test Cases for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted

	R4-114122
	Discussion
	Discussion on RRM test cases for CA
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114234
	Discussion
	Considerations on soft buffer limitations
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Huawei: For Prop.2, SNR is high and would not be a proper condition. Cat. 3 is for 10+10 mainly. For Prop.3, Qualcomm seems to test more than instantaneous buffer beyond the proposal made by docomo.

ST-Ericsson: For Prop.2, TM3, Rank2 test is proposed. I share the same view to Huawei. We should try to select straight forward condition to clarify the limitation of the soft buffer. We also need to consider practical SNR level as well as RF impairment. 'Soft management' should be clarified further in off line.

Qualcomm: SNR for the test should be properly low. Our view is all the possible UE categories should be covered in this test. Soft buffer management could be done in a different way (depends on the UE implementation).

NEC: I am wondering the proposal on 'soft buffer' management.

Renesas: We don't think we need to introduce a new test as proposed. We see several overlapping test cases. The proposal adds more than the test to check soft buffer limited case but 2 by 20MHz case additionally.

Motorola mobility: The soft buffer management is an obvious feature and we don't think we need to test it. For Prop.3, it is even not specified in RAN1 specification and we don't see any reason to verify the feature in RAN4. We have a strong objection to Prop.3. In tdoc 4097, our way forward was to apply single carrier case and see rather 'small' impact caused by soft buffer limitation.

ST-Ericsson: We share the same view on Prop.3 with NEC and Motorola mobility.

Qualcomm: We believe not having 'soft buffer limitation scenario' would loose certain benefit.

Status: Noted

	R4-114280
	Discussion
	UE demodulation test scenario for CA soft buffer issue
	NTT DOCOMO


Renesas: The simulation result shows 0.5dB difference in AWGN which would rather small considering the margin and not justify introducing the additional test.

Status: Noted

	R4-114174
	Discussion
	Sustained data rate test results for LTE-A CA
	LG Electronics


Huawei: In Fig-1, is the TP is sum of PCC and SCC? -> Ans. Sum of CC1 & CC2.

Huawei: Then there should be imbalance between CC1 & CC2 and still the prop.1 to use 70% each for two CCs?

Renesas: The simulation is based on the system level, not taking into account the actual impairment.

Motorola mobility: Similar view to Renesas. freq error would cause .2 dB degradation, we need to discuss further.

Status: Noted

	R4-114096
	Discussion
	Performance requirements for UE supporting intra-band carrier aggregation
	Motorola Mobility


Agilent: In long term, the average ferq error would be zero. In short term, it would be distributed in Gaussian manner. And we see no value to introduce the error for the simulation assumptions.

Intel: We see very little degradation in the simulation. What is the rationale there is the difference between the simulation results and your proposal.

Anritsu: The proposal would be for a long term frequency error. Phase noise in the down link would (effectively) cause the frequency error.

ST-Ericsson: Do you taking into account EVM error? -> Ans. The second part in our proposal, the margin is only for RF impairment. For the frequency error, we agree to base on the paper from Anritsu as the fixed frequency offset (in long term). For the question from Intel, TM4 is closed to MIMO case and freq. error would vary in time to time. We try to minimize the additional margin by setting 30Hz freq error as the condition.

Huawei: Where the EVM error number comes from? In section 3, -24dB of noise floor rel-10, but in 36.101, section 7.10, -25dB is used instead of -24dB -> Ans. We assume 1dB noise performance degradation. 

NEC: 100Hz error came from BS freq error requirement. We need to consider short term phase error, we should consider separately.

R&S: In MIMO case we assumed the same signal source do not cause freq error. We need to consider whether the freq error in this case is any practical impact to the actual system.

Agilent: (There is a scaling error.) EVM is the residual error after compensating ferq error and nothing to do with the freq error we are discussing.

Status: Noted

	R4-114091
	Discussion
	Downlink intra-band contiguous CA demodulation performance with frequency error
	Intel Corporation


Status: revised in 4667

	R4-114667
	Discussion
	Downlink intra-band contiguous CA demodulation performance with frequency error
	Intel Corporation


Renesas: We note that an averaged performance over 2 CCs are being unused.

Agilent: Frequency error should be defined clearly in terms of time period. (how long we measure.)

Intel: Per CC or averaging over CCs, our preference is averaging over the CCs. We need to think about how to model the offset in term of time.

NEC: Particular frequency error should be assumed with a certain time period.

Status: Noted

	R4-114233
	Discussion
	Impact of relative frequency error for contiguous intra-band CA performance
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Intel: For the statement 'UE tracking to each CC would cope with the freq error", would be an implementation dependent nature.

Motorola mobility: We have the same view with Intel. Relative frequency error impact would depend on UE implementation.

R&S: Does it contain sustained data rate test? -> Ans. It is not for sustained data rate test.

R&S: Then is the frequency error should come from the freq error requirements for BSs.

Status: Noted

	R4-114532
	Discussion
	Performance impact of CA frequency error
	Samsung


Status: Noted

	R4-114252
	Discussion
	Impact of the RX impairments and frequency error in CA demodulation
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Huawei: Prop.1B, extra margin is proposed. How do you derive the margin for the sustained date rate case?

Renesas: This extra margin is to compensate demodulation performance losses.

NEC: If you assume 30Hz, error what would be the value for the margin? -> would be 0.5dB.

ST-Ericsson: We have been doing simulation for sustained data rate but haven't seen practical impact caused by the relative freq. error. How about TDD case? -> Ans. For the TDD case, it will be under high SNR case.

R&S: What about for the normal demodulation test case (w.r.t. freq error)? -> Ans. We have to consider the worst case in both.

NEC: 30Hz or 10Hz, we would assume all the test cases (demod perf and sustained data rate).

R&S: Is this frequency difference to the system simulator would get individual and additional fading in the channel.

NEC, R&S: Do we assume intra band contiguous case or inter band case?

Renesas: We think inter case should be covered in a common manner.

NEC: It would be safe to assume separate freq error for the inter band case.

Status: Noted

	R4-114345
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA UE demodulation with frequency error
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4722

	R4-114722
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA UE demodulation with frequency error
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


NEC: Do you have any proposal? -> Ans. In the separate paper in tdoc 4722, we have provided our proposal.

Status: Noted

	R4-114347
	Discussion
	Frequency offsets between CCs for test system
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4723

	R4-114723
	Discussion
	Frequency offsets between CCs for test system
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Motorola Mobility: TM4 TDD case for eg., the frequency error of more than 1dB in the previous paper in 4722. Is the assumption in this paper is 200kHz as the maximum error? -> Ans.: (Maomao) Yes.

Motorola mobility:  Then it would be too loose margin.

Renesas: For the sustained data rate, is it for FDD or TDD? -> Ans.: In this case, FDD case would give the enough data to set the requirements. We have the results for TDD case but do not provide the result at the moment.

Qualcomm: In the paper of tdoc 4722, what is the relation to the other simulation results for CA case? The other paper contains EVM error. -> Ans. In the other paper you are referring does not contain RF impairment. But we can check that (in offline).

Huawei: If you use freq error of 200Hz, it would impact the performance of UE much.

Ericsson (Christian): The intention is not to set any freq error in the test equipment of 200Hz. We are debating what is 'zero freq error' mean?

Motorola mobility: Still I see inconsistency between the simulation results and the proposal provided by ST-Ericsson. For TDD case we saw 0.4dB degradation.

R&S: This topic is derived from the sustained data rate and we should consider the Doppler shift or fading, BS freq error affect as well,

Motorola mobility: We should separate ferq offset and Doppler.

Status: Noted

	R4-114448
	Discussion
	Discussion on relative frequency offset and power imbalance test
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 4725

	R4-114725
	Discussion
	Discussion on relative frequency offset and power imbalance test
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114264
	Discussion
	Simulation Results for CA demodulation with power imbalanace
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Status: Noted

	R4-114090
	Discussion
	Downlink CA demodulation performance for TDD
	Intel Corporation


Status: Noted

	R4-114121
	Discussion
	Updated Ideal Simulation results for TDD CA UE Demodulation requirements
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114533
	Discussion
	Simulation result for downlink CA demod requirement (TDD)
	Samsung


Status: Noted

	R4-114633
	CR
	Introduction of CA UE demodulation requirements for TDD
	CATT


ST-Ericsson: Number of HARQ processes per component carrier of '7' in Table 8.7.2-1 should be clarified.

Status: Revised in 4792

	R4-114792
	CR
	Introduction of CA UE demodulation requirements for TDD
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114232
	Discussion
	Demodulation requirements for carrier aggregation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114097
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA UE performance requirements
	Motorola Mobility


Motorola mobility: Soft buffer limitation case in the paper, there is a small impact.

Status: Noted

	R4-114106
	Discussion
	Discussion and results for UE demodulation testing for CA
	NEC


Status: Noted

	R4-114344
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA UE demodulation with no RF impairments
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 4721

	R4-114721
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA UE demodulation with no RF impairments
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4768

	R4-114768
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA UE demodulation with no RF impairments
	ST-Ericsson/Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114544
	Discussion
	Simulation results for LTE CA performance requirements
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd


Status: Noted

	R4-114632
	Discussion
	Simulation results for CA demodulation requirements
	Fujitsu


Fujitsu: The paper contains result with freq error and power imbalance as well.

Status: Noted

	R4-114597
	CR
	Introduction of the downlink CA demodulation requirements
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, ZTE


Qualcomm: We proposed to apply other categories to the test. We would like to discuss the issue.

Beside the proposal on the UE categories by Qualcomm, other technical contents are agreed. The evening adhoc to discuss the issue.

Status: Noted

	R4-114030
	CR
	Introduction of the downlink CA demodulation requirements
	ZTE


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114736
	CR
	TS36.141 CR: on PUSCH tests
	Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Agreed

	R4-114737
	CR
	TS36.104 CR: on PUSCH performance
	Huawei


Status: Agreed

	R4-114746
	Approval
	UE Demod ad-hoc session agreements
	NEC


Huawei: For section 2.3 (power imbalance) we have discussed in offline and provide a way forward proposal.

Renesas: For RI part, we will have an offline discussion during the afternoon coffee break.

Status: revised in 4842

	R4-114842
	Approval
	UE Demod ad-hoc session agreements
	NEC


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114805
	Approval
	Way forward on CA demodulation performance with power imbalance
	Huawei, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Fujitsu, HiSili


Status: e-mail approval

8
Work items in release-11 and beyond

8.1
RAN4 aspects for Relays for LTE
[LTE_Relay2]

	R4-114554
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.1 RAN4 aspects for Relays for LTE)
	Chair


Status: approved

	R4-114357
	Approval
	Relay TR 36.826 v 0.9.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114728
	Approval
	Relay TR 36.826 v 0.10.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Email approval

8.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_Relay2-Core]

	R4-114358
	Approval
	Relay coexistence study summary
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Discussion:

Huawei: Need more time to study. Further discussion offline.

Status: Noted

8.1.2
RF requirements
[LTE_Relay2-Core]

	R4-114555
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.1.2 RAN4 aspects for Relays for LTE [Core part])
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114472
	Approval
	Working method of Relay WI
	Huawei


· Discusses the systematic working method for Relay WI from RAN4 perspective in order to finish Relay study in Rel-11 time frame

Proposal:

· It is proposed to first determine the lists of necessary requirements for backhaul and access link systematically.

· A more detailed skeleton for Relay RF requirements in TR36.826 are needed. It’s suggested to work out the detailed skeleton for TR 36.826 first and then update TS36.116 correspondingly.

Discussion:

Vodafone: Do we need to start from scratch on top of what’s been done last year already?

Huawei: Fully agree with Vodafone, but still need a full picture on top of the detail requirements.

Ericsson: Agrees we have a good base already, but open for edits.

Status: Noted

	R4-114473
	Approval
	Relay transmitter RF requirements
	Huawei


· Provided a thorough analysis on the required RF requirements for RN transmitter, especially for the backhaul side.

· It is proposed that the necessity of some requirements shall be determined before detailed values are studied.

· Meanwhile a more detailed skeleton for RN transmitter requirements, which is also aligned with TS36.116, is provided in order to make the technical report [TR36.826 v.0.8.1 Relay WI] easier to update and maintain.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Editorial related issues like headings are hard to handle at this stage, and ask Huawei to update according to TR.

Huawei: Should be able to do so.

Status: revised in 4730
	R4-114730
	Approval
	Relay transmitter RF requirements
	Huawei


Status: Revised to 4835

	R4-114835
	Approval
	Relay transmitter RF requirements
	Huawei


Status: Not handled

	R4-114474
	Approval
	Relay classification
	Huawei


· Describe the RN classification with taking into account of its deployment scenarios and radio environments
Proposal:

· It is suggested that RN classification could be defined according the principle of base station classification.

· It is proposed that two types of RN could be defined according to its specific deployment scenarios, i.e. Outdoor RN and Indoor RN (including Thruwall RN).

· Provide text proposal to introduce Relay classification for TR36.826 Relay WI.

Discussion:

NSN: MCL values need to be clarified, as well as differences between thru wall and indoor relays. What is the Thru wall Relay antenna height?

Huawei: MCL is the free space loss minus antenna gain. 2.5 m

CATT: What is the difference between backhaul and access side?

Vodafone: How do those two classes compared with previous relay types based on the output power (24 dBm compared to which?)?

Huawei: 24 dBm is equivalent as indoor class.

Status: Noted

	R4-114033
	Approval
	TP of access link output power for high power class in TR 36.826
	ZTE


· Discuss the output power for high power class based on the aligned coexistence simulation results.

Proposal:

· To avoid unnecessary workload option 1 is proposed and corresponding text proposal is proposed.

Discussion:

CATT: similar proposal in 4123, but typos under class 1, 21 dBm for 2 transmitters, 18 dBm for 4 transmitters etc.

ZTE: Agreed

Status: Noted

	R4-114034
	Approval
	TP for the operating band unwanted emission requirement for high power class in TR 36.826
	ZTE


· Analyze the operating band unwanted emission for high power class (30dBm) of relay 

Proposal:

· For the 30 dBm output power, we propose to use the Table 2 to Table 4 to specify the operating band unwanted emission of relay.

· A corresponding TP is provided in the Annex.

Discussion:

NSN: More time is needed to check offline.

Huawei: adjacent UE coexistence issue should be further discussed, as well as spectrum mask issue for backhaul.

ZTE: This is a TP for out of band emission for high power class. Propose to make progress first on high power class, and then deal with emission requirements and coexistence issues.

Ericsson: It is related to how to define emission masks. 

CATT: Agree to have agreements on high power class first.

Vodafone: Table 2 outdoor relay 30 dBm on backhaul link? Backhaul should have lower power than access side. 30 dBm for access link for outdoor relay is fine. Emission mask for backhaul link is most critical.

CMCC: Same concern as Vodafone, too high power for backhaul link.

ZTE: OK for further discussion on backhaul link with high power class.

Status: Noted

	R4-114123
	Approval
	TP for output power of Relay
	CATT


· The proposal in [R4-113560] is resubmitted in this contribution for Relay backhaul link and high power class for access link.

· Provide  text proposal to introduce section 8.1.2(Relay maximum output power), 8.1.3(Configured transmitted Power for backhaul link) and 9.1.X RN (output power).

Discussion:

Ericsson: Not sure if tolerance in section 8.3 applies to relay. Tighter tolerances are needed for relay than UE.

Huawei: Access side with up to 8 antennas, but not sure if backhaul uses UL MIMO which is needed. How to move forward as a group? Tolerance needs careful study.

ZTE: Similar concerns on 8 antenna. Tolerance also concerned.

Vodafone: One uplink antenna as baseline to stablize first.

Status: Noted

	R4-114124
	Approval
	TP for output power dynamics of Relay
	CATT


· The TP for output power dynamics is presented.

Proposal:

· Give the proposal on output power dynamics requirement for both access and backhaul link of Relay Node. -50 dBm off power per antenna is also suggested.

Discussion:

NSN: Backhaul link is 10 dB tighter than UE, why 10 dB?

CATT: Antenna gain of 0 dBi for UE and 5 dBi for relay. Pathloss model is also 5 dB difference, totalling 10 dB.

Huawei: Not objecting for approval, but how to handle UL MIMO for backhaul? Wording edits also needed. Typo fixes needed too. 

Status: revised in 4731.
	R4-114731
	Approval
	TP for output power dynamics of Relay
	CATT


Status: Email approval
	R4-114475
	Approval
	Time alignment error requirement for relay backhaul link
	Huawei


· Discusses the issue of specifying time alignment error requirements for Relay backhaul link

Proposal:

· Considering the device implementation and system performance requirements, it is recommended that time alignment error requirements defined in TS36.104 for TX diversity, MIMO transmission at each carrier frequency could be applied for Relay backhaul link. Since the combination of CA and Relay is not considered in Rel-11 time frame, TAE requirement for CA scenario could be FFS.

· Provide text proposal to introduce Time alogiment between transmitter branches(8.1.x.y) for TR36.826 Relay WI.

Discussion:

ZTE: No objection for approval of the proposal. Do we have concensus that we will have UL MIMO?

Status: Noted

	R4-114476
	Approval
	Spurious emission requirements for relay access link
	Huawei


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114032
	Approval
	TP of relay dynamic range in TR 36.826
	ZTE


· The dynamic range for relay node has been discussed following the same method of macro BS and pico BS

· From the simulation results the 20dB which is the same as macro and pico BS seems ok for relay. The corresponding text proposal is proposed.

Discussion:

CATT: 20 and 24 dBm power class is fine, but higher power class needs further discussion.

ZTE: High power class should be fine too.

Status: revision in 4732
	R4-114732
	Approval
	TP of relay dynamic range in TR 36.826
	ZTE


Status: Approved
8.1.3
RRM (Radio Resource Management) aspect
[LTE_Relay2-Core]

8.1.4
Performance aspect
[LTE_Relay2-Perf]

	R4-114556
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.1.4
RAN4 aspects for Relays for LTE [Perf. part])
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114449
	Discussion
	Remaining issues on the R-PDCCH working assumptions and simulation results
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Ericsson: We have a similar contribution. We carefully check not to rule out certain possible UE implementations w.r.t. PRB precoding method in the PDCCH. We propose apply the PRB precoding.

Huawei: We see significant performance difference and because of that we propose to relax the requirement. We agree that PRB should be used in some cases. We still think 4 ports is feasible.

Status: Noted

	R4-114450
	Approval
	36.826 TP: on R-PDCCH performance requirements
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114125
	Decision
	Updated simulation results for R-PDCCH performance
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114353
	Discussion
	R-PDCCH performance considering PRG-based precoding and reduced DMRS
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

8.2
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation

	R4-114307
	Discussion
	Intra band Carrier Aggregation for LTE TR proposal
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nok


Status: Not handled

8.2.1
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40)

8.2.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_CA-Core]

8.2.1.2
UE (core) 
[LTE_CA-Core]

	R4-114557
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.2.1.2 Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40))
	Chair


Status: approved

	R4-114175
	Approval
	Way forward on the simulation assumption for MPR mask of multi-cluster simultaneous transmission for LTE-A
	LG Electronics


( Time plan will be delayed by one RAN4 meeting cycle (compared to the one presented in the document).
Status: approved (conditionally: delay by RAN4 meeting cycle)

	R4-114276
	Discussion
	MPR and A-MPR for multi-cluster allocation in single carrier transmission 
	Nokia


Status: Revised in 4665
	R4-114665
	Discussion
	MPR and A-MPR for multi-cluster allocation in single carrier transmission 
	Nokia


Fujitsu: single RB was a big problem in the past. We need to understand if this is going to be a challenge again. How is that going to be handled?

Qualcomm: proposed we should exclude large AMPR solutions. How do we deal with co-existence with FDD/TDD? 

- we would need to define a multi-clusters band support table.

- Not clear if multi-cluster is band specific or band agnostic.

Status: Noted
	R4-114176
	Discussion
	RF Simulation results for multi-clustered simultaneous transmission for single CA and multi CA 
	LG Electronics


Nokia: is table takes into account MPR allowed for 16qam?
Status: Noted
	R4-114628
	Discussion
	MPR masks for non-contiguous allocations
	Motorola Mobility


Status: noted
8.2.1.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[LTE_CA-Core]

8.2.1.4
RRM aspect (Core part) 
[LTE_CA-Core]

	R4-114586
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (6.2.1.4
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40), RRM aspect (Core part))
	Chair


Status: Approved
8.2.1.5
RRM aspect  (Performance part)
[LTE_CA-Perf]

8.2.1.6
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_CA-Perf]

	R4-114587
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (6.2.1.6
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40), UE/BS Demodulation (performance))
	Chair


Status: Noted

8.2.2
LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 38
[LTE_CA_B38]

	R4-114558
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.2.2 LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 38)
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114477
	Approval
	Band 38 spectrum and regulatory review
	Huawei


TeliaSonera: - How to do co-existence without knowing the frequency plans. In china only the TDD plan is decided.


- is it realistic to finalise the requirement by October?

Huawei: We need to have this as early as possible. Will try to have these results by October.

Status: Approved

	R4-114157
	Discussion
	Analysis of aggregated channel bandwidth for CA_38
	CMCC


Status: noted
	R4-114158
	Approval
	Text proposals on operating bands and channel bandwidth for CA_38
	CMCC


Status: approved
	R4-114478
	Approval
	Technical Report for LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 38 v002 
	Huawei


Status: approved
8.2.2.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

8.2.2.2
UE (core)
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

8.2.2.3
BS RF (core / conformance)
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

8.2.2.4
RRM aspect 
[LTE_CA_B38-Core]

8.2.2.5
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_CA_B38-Perf]

8.2.3
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_41)
[LTE_CA_B41]

	R4-114559
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.2.3 Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_41)
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114053
	Approval
	Updated TR v0.0.2 for LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 41 (LTE_CA_B41) WI
	Clearwire


MCC: Version should be v0.1.0.

Status: Approved

	R4-114055
	Approval
	Spectrum emission mask requirements for Band 41 CA
	Clearwire


Status: Approved

	R4-114054
	Approval
	NS signalling requirements for Band 41 CA
	Clearwire


Status: approved

	R4-114056
	Discussion
	MPR and A-MPR aspects for Band 41 CA
	Clearwire


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114057
	Discussion
	Considerations regarding support for 1 CC UL in intra-band CA
	Clearwire


Status: Noted

	R4-114602
	Approval
	Changes to eNB specifications TS 36.104 and TS 36.141 for B41 CA
	NSN


Huawei: suggest to remove the sentence “or the BS performance specification” from in section 5.3.
Status: Revised in 4788
	R4-114788
	Approval
	Changes to eNB specifications TS 36.104 and TS 36.141 for B41 CA
	NSN


Status: Approved

8.2.3.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

8.2.3.2
UE (core)
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

8.2.3.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

8.2.3.4
RRM aspect 
[LTE_CA_B41-Core]

8.2.3.5
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)
[LTE_CA_B41-Perf]

8.3
Inter Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE

	R4-114560
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.3 Inter Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE)
	Chair


Status: approved

	R4-114308
	Discussion
	Inter band Carrier Aggregation for LTE TR proposal
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia and Nokia Siemens Networks


Telecom Italia: in section 6, all the different combinations are grouped in the different categories. The order is different from the one defined. Suggests to follow the defined categories A, B and C.

US Cellular: supports the approach proposed by Ericsson. The details can be sorted out later.
Huawei: if a band combination is finished, can the CRs for the corresponding WI be prepared or should we wait until all bands are completed ?
Ericsson: there is no need to wait. 

( The approach proposed is agreed by the group (Document is formally noted as it is for discussion).

Status: Noted

	R4-114479
	Discussion
	UE requirements for Inter-band CA
	Huawei


Nokia: understanding is that this work is already done (in R4-112321).

TeliaSonera: this does not cover our Band.

Status: Noted

	R4-113989
	Approval
	Way forward on insertion loss discussion for inter-band non-contiguous CA for band combination classes A and C
	Telecom Italia


Status: Revised in 4761
	R4-114761
	Approval
	Way forward on insertion loss discussion for inter-band non-contiguous CA for band combination classes A and C
	Telecom Italia


Nokia: What does symmetry mean ?
Telecom Italia: According to he conclusion from the 4C, the impact of the insertion loss is not symmetric in the Rx and Tx, ( Relaxation in the Rx side but not in the refsens.

Status: Revised in 4808

	R4-114808
	Approval
	Way forward on insertion loss discussion for inter-band non-contiguous CA for band combination classes A and C
	Telecom Italia


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114103
	Approval
	Method for IL mapping for inter-band CA
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Status: Revised in 4685
	R4-114685
	Approval
	Method for IL mapping for inter-band CA
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


TeliaSonera: appreciate this first analysis: This is the first time such data are presented.
Telecom Italia: 
Proposal1: it was in the WF to consider specific values for tx and Rx bands. Some time these values are available or can be derived from the frequency response and some times these values are not available. If these values are not available then we use the average ( do not see the need for this proposal.

Proposal2: appreciate this first analysis. The outcome from these results is that it is band dependent and it can vary very much. 

( it can be acceptable but it depends on the value. 

Proposal 3: there is room to make a merge of the two proposal (from Renesas and Telecom Italia).

Motorola Mobility: (regarding proposal 4) ∆TIB and∆RIB, due to harmonics we can not apply one value.

Qualcomm: - agrees with Renesas that even if the insertion loss tends to be 0.5 this should be reflected in the relaxation. 

Status: Noted

8.3.1
Core part of Category A (Low-High band combination without harmonic relation between bands)

8.3.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

8.3.1.2
UE (core) 

	R4-114627
	Discussion
	Consideration for support of multiple band combinations
	Qualcomm Incorporated


TeliaSonera: there are several other possible architectures. This is not the only possibility.

Status: Noted

	R4-114378
	Discussion
	On the test configuration for inter-band CA with one active UL
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-113969
	Discussion
	Harmonics and Intermodulation Products caused by LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band Combination (4 + 12)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted

8.3.1.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

8.3.2
Core part of Category B (Low-High band combination with harmonic relation between bands)

8.3.2.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

8.3.2.2
UE (core) 

8.3.2.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

8.3.3
Core part of Category C (Low-Low or High-High combination without intermodulation problem)

	R4-114535
	Approval
	CA_B5_B12: Core requirement considerations and text proposal
	US Cellular


Qualcomm: is it appropriate to start the work on individual bands, but the intention was to first work on the generic scenarios and then look into specific bands.

US Cellular: good point and only the portion marked in orange is the one going to the TR and it concerns the generic scenarios.

TeliaSonera: does not agree with QC, in the last meeting we agreed to work on each band.

( it was agreed to add these bands to the TR  (No objection).

( The content will be revised once to TR is available.

Status: Noted
8.3.3.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

8.3.3.2
UE (core) 

	R4-114187
	Approval
	TIB and RIB for inter-band CA B3 + B7
	TeliaSonera


( It was agreed to add this TP to the TR once it is available (No objection).
( TP to be submitted in the next meeting

Status: Revised in 4765
	R4-114765
	Approval
	TIB and RIB for inter-band CA B3 + B7
	TeliaSonera


Status: Not handled
8.3.3.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

8.3.4
Core part of Category D  (Low-Low or High-High combination with intermodulation problem)

8.3.4.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existance studies 

8.3.4.2
UE (core) 

	R4-114095
	Discussion
	Discussion on inter-band CA with harmonic or intermodulation relation
	Motorola Mobility


Qualcomm: has a similar contribution which is refsens (or Tx power) but this seem to indicate this can be schedules so this does not need relaxation.

Motorola Mobility: we would need a combination.

Huawei: we can mandate BS behaviour so we need to consider worst case.

Qualcomm: how do we define this in practise.

TeliaSonera: it seems strange it is possible to do this for b7/b38 so it is possible 

Status: Noted
8.3.4.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-113970
	Discussion
	Harmonics and Intermodulation Products caused by LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band Combination (5 + 12)
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted
8.3.5
Perf. part of Category A (Low-High band combination without harmonic relation between bands)

8.3.5.1
RRM performance aspects

8.3.5.2
UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

8.3.6
Perf. part of Category B( Low-High band combination with harmonic relation between bands)

8.3.6.1
RRM performance aspects

8.3.6.2
UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

8.3.7
Perf. part of Category C (Low-Low or High-High combination without intermodulation problem)

8.3.7.1
RRM performance aspects

8.3.7.2
UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

8.3.8
Perf. part of Category D (Low-Low or High-High combination with intermodulation problem)

8.3.8.1
RRM performance aspects

8.3.8.2
UE/BS demodulation performance aspects

8.4
LTE Carrier Aggregation Enhancements
[LTE_CA_enh]

	R4-114126
	Discussion
	Discussion on multi-TA in Rel-11
	CATT


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114235
	Discussion
	Multiple Timing Advance
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· The UE based timing difference computation methods seem not to provide enough robustness to ensure good system performance in any scenario and also increase UE complexity. As a method that works in any scenario with minimum additional UE complexity, the multiple RACH solution would be a more appropriate approach.

Status: Noted

	R4-114384
	Discussion
	Timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· The accuracy of the timing advance calculation using time difference measurement schemes are not fulfilling RAN4 requirements of ±8 TS (16 TS step size).

· The RACH method is trivially fulfilling any accuracy requirements and it is robust when it comes to any future use cases regarding one way repeaters and UL only cells.

Status: Noted

	R4-114385
	LS out
	LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· This is a draft LS reply based on the discussion in R4-114385
Status: Noted

	R4-113971
	Discussion
	Discussion of SCell timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Alcatel-Lucent


· Believe both method (a) and (b) shown in [1] might not be good enough for meeting the accuracy and robustness requirement for all feasible deployment scenarios.

· Recommend using the PRACH method instead of the proposed methods (a) and (b).

Status: Noted

	R4-113972
	LS out
	[Draft] LS Reply on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Alcatel-Lucent


· This is a draft LS reply based on the discussion in R4-113971
Status: Noted

	R4-114038
	Discussion
	Discussion on TA in the uplink-only or downlink-only repeater scenarios
	ZTE


· In summary, though the deployment of uplink/downlink-only repeaters under the CA scenario 4 and 5 is not a common scenario, we should keep an eye on it from a view of practice in CA Enhancement WI. With regard to detailed TA calculation scheme, the previous TA calculation scheme need to be reconsidered, we propose to improve on the alternative approach, naturally, the TA calculation scheme and related accuracy need to be further investigated.

Status: Noted

	R4-114536
	Discussion
	Discussion on timing advance calculation using a time difference measurement
	Mediatek inc


· Proposal 1 - we feel it would be beneficial to have a solution to the multiple timing advance issue that would be suitable for all deployment scenarios.

· Proposal 2 –We feel that the evaluation of the TA calculation method would take several meeting cycles to assess.

· Proposal 3 – As multiple RACH is a more generic solution, priority should be given to studying the multiple RACH solution over the TA calculation method.

Status: Noted

	R4-114537
	LS out
	Draft LS reply on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Mediatek inc


· This is a draft LS reply based on the discussion in R4-114536
Status: Noted

	R4-114539
	Discussion
	Further discussion on SCell timing advance calculation
	Research In Motion UK Limited


· Proposal 1: It is suggested to investigate whether there is any deployment scenario where the reciprocality of downlink/uplink cannot be kept. The result of study should be considered when evaluating the feasibility of method (a)/(b) and timing advance solution based on SCell RACH.  

· Proposal 2:  The accuracy of PCell timing advance is defined based on [5] under different scenarios. For simplicity purpose,  maybe one typical value could be defined to cover those different scenarios.  The accuracy of TDTP - TDTS depends on the signalling design and one working assumption could be ±8*Ts whereas further investigation is required to define the accuracy requirement of PCell/SCell arrival time difference. 

Status: Noted

	R4-114253
	Discussion
	Further considerations on calculated timing advance for carrier aggregation
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


· the calculated timing advance method has the potential to compare favourably with PRACH detection and setting of a signalled initial TA for the SCell by the eNB, especially if TAE can be signalled. However, the accuracy of the method does not appear sufficient for steady state operation and method (b) from the RAN2 liaison statement seems necessary, so that MAC CE timing advance commands can refine the initial timing.

· we think that downlink-only, or uplink only repeaters are not supported by other aspects of specifications such as power control calculations based on path loss, and as such they do not need to be considered especially as a part of the work on carrier aggregation transmission timing.

· Our view is that the necessary RRM changes would be quite feasible to do in RAN4 for release 11. At any rate, technical considerations on the merits of the methods should be the primary consideration, and the workload in RAN4 should only be a secondary consideration when deciding which method to specify.

Status: Noted

	R4-114254
	LS out
	Response LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


· This is a draft LS reply based on the discussion in R4-114253
Status: Noted

	R4-114502
	Discussion
	Further discussion on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Huawei, HiSilicon


· Proposal 1: the robustness of method (b) is better than method (a).

· Proposal 2: an alternative approach without the random access procedure, including method (a) and method (b), can ramp up to the required power to achieve successful transmissions in the similar level of delay with the random access procedure.

· Proposal 3: method (b) is feasible in terms of both accuracy and initial power setting aspects, which can give better accuracy and robustness than method (a).

Status: Noted

	R4-114503
	LS out
	Draft LS reply on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Huawei, HiSilicon


· This is a draft LS reply based on the discussion in R4-114502
Status: Noted

Discussion:

(1) Are uplink or downlink only repeaters are corner cases? 

a. DoCoMo:No (different delay in DL and UL, and future proof approach)

b. Ericsson: No

c. Renesas: Yes (“No” companies please explain power control issues)

d. Qualcomm: No (different DL and UL gains, future proof approach. Equalizers in repeaters should be considered)

e. Huawei: Yes

f. Mediatek: Operators please comment

g. TeliaSonera: Inter-band or intra-band? Both

(2) Does Multiple RACH approach work? Yes

a. Renesas: Why do we need to answer this?

b. Ericsson: This answer is very relevant to RAN2 LS answer.

(3) Does UE based MTA performance meet requirements? 

a. Renesas: Yes. Should consider methods a or b in answering this question

b. Qualcomm: No

c. Ericsson: No

(4) Does UE based MTA robustness meat requirements? Yes and No

(5) Does Method (a) work? No

(6) Does Method (b) work? Yes and No

a. Interdigital: should consider overhead, even method b works overhead issue might still says no

(7) Impact on RAN4 work load? No big deal

Way forward: New Tdoc 4740 Renesas to lead an LS reply to RAN2 for agreed (5) and (7) above.

	R4-114740
	LS out
	Response LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Renesas


Status: Email approval

8.4.1
Core requirements
[LTE_CA_enh]

	R4-114039
	Discussion
	Terminology of Intra-band non-contiguous CA
	ZTE


· This document discussed the terminology of the intra-band non-contiguous carrier aggregation, and introduced some new terminology and symbols. The principle can be derived from the MSR_NC, also can reuse as much as possible of the existing specification definitions. 

Status: revised in 4686
	R4-114686
	Discussion
	Terminology of Intra-band non-contiguous CA
	ZTE


Status: withdrawn

	R4-114040
	Discussion
	Discuss on Intra-band non-contiguous CA BS Transmitter requirements
	ZTE


This document discussed about the transmitter requirements for intra-band non-contiguous carrier aggregation (NC CA) and gave 4 proposals.

· Proposal1: For intra-band non-contiguous case, the occupied bandwidth applies for each CC-block, and the existing requirements can be reused.

· Proposal2： For the requirements of unwanted emission across the “gap” between two contiguous CC-blocks, emissions shall not exceed the cumulative sum of the minimum requirements specified for the adjacent CC-block on each side of the gap. 
· Proposal3： The cumulative approach for ACLR in the gap between two contiguous CC-blocks is achieved by defining a Cumulative ACLR (CACLR). The CACLR limit is set to 45 dB for 1st and 2nd adjacent channels, which is the same limit as the existing Rel-10 requirements.

· Proposal4： The requirements of spurious emissions for intra-band non-contiguous CA should keep the same with the existing Rel-10 requirements.

Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114041
	Discussion
	Discuss on Intra-band non-contiguous CA BS Receiver Requirements
	ZTE


· This contribution provides some discussion on receiver requirements. It is proposed to re-use existing Rel-10 requirements on the limits of reference sensitivity level, dynamic range, out-of-band blocking, spurious emissions and in-channel selectivity for intra-band non-contiguous CA.

Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114266
	Approval
	TRs for Rel-11 CA 
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia, Ericsson and ST-Ericsson


· This contribution proposed a Way forward on how to handle the Rel-11 CA TR. The proposal is to create 1 single TR for intra-band CA and 1 single TR for inter-band CA.

Discussion:

Huawei: Pros and cons for each approach. Separate TR for intra-band. Inter-band needs further discussion.

TeliaSonera: Agree with NSN

Motorola Solutions: No strong view. Inter-band very operator specific, so each TR combination per operator is justified. Also with merit by combining.

Status: Noted

	R4-114267
	Approval
	Work plan for LTE CA enhancements
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia


· This contribution gives work plan for R11 CA core requirement and performance requirement. 

Discussion:

Huawei: Method of carrier aggregation?

NSN: Based on the objective of the WI.

Status: Approved

	R4-114383
	Discussion
	Additional carrier types
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· This contribution discusses the need to define new channel bandwidths in 3GPP RAN4 in the Work Item Carrier Aggregation Enhancements if new carrier types are introduced.
· a new channel bandwidth should only be defined if there is clear evidence that there is a gap in the 3GPP release-10 set of channel bandwidths and this gap affects several operators and markets.
· It would be preferred from a RAN4 point of view if an existing channel bandwidth 1.4, 3, 5, 10, 15, 20 MHz could be used also for a new channel type since unwanted emissions and blocking requirements and many other core requirements could be reused.
· A segment offers a degree of backwards compatibility, but the performance will be unspecified, since there are no requirements in 3GPP release-10 for a UE using the centre part. The total segments+carrier combination corresponds, effectively, to a new channel bandwidth when it comes to the requirement structure and work needed in RAN4.
Discussion:

Qualcomm: Seems not a RAN4 discussion. RAN4 is tasked to support those carriers.

Huawei: For UE side, what’s the difficulty for small bandwidth?

Nokia: Challenges in channel combinations

Huawei: How realistic is to combine small carriers for inter-band? How to best use the intra and inter cases for small carriers? Should also consider operator needs.

Status: Noted

8.4.2
Performance requirements
[LTE_CA_enh]

	R4-114366
	Discussion
	Benefits and drawbacks of introducing DTX detection for PUCCH format 2
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Present new simulation results and highlight some of the system aspects of introducing DTX detection for CQI. 

· Lacking quantitive results to show the system gain of this feature. May not be the most urgent feature to work on even if a net gain shows.

· Ways to obtain system level results: system simulation or measurements in a live network

Discussion:

DoCoMo: 0.5 seconds not enough for reliability. Please check implementation aspect. DoCoMo Proposal in 4193.

Ericsson: This only happens in limited cases.

Alcatel-Lucent: Need to be more careful in introducing the mechanism.

DoCoMo: Not pushing to introduce DTX. Testing is one issue in eNB side. CQI performance degradation issue to be considered too.

Status: Noted

8.5

UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD
[LCR_TDD_UE_demod_mc-Perf]

	R4-114561
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.4 UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD)
	Chair


· Can we formally approve the agreed documents in R4#59AH?

Status: Approved

	R4-114588
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (6.4 UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD)
	Chair


· Can we formally approve the agreed  CR in R4#59AH?

Status: Approved

	R4-114159
	CR
	UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114663
	CR
	UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD
	CMCC


· The Ior/Ioc demodulation requirement for each test case of LCR TDD under multiple cell scenario is given.

Status: Agreed
	R4-114160
	Approval
	LCR TDD UE performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario TR xy.abc v0.1.0
	CMCC


· The contents of agreed TP  in RAN4#59AH  meeting are added including simulation assumptions and alignment simulation results.

· Impairment simulation results are added based on the summary of those from interested companies.

· Performance requirements are provided for each test case based on the agreed joint WF.

· Documents related to this WI are added to the References part.

Status: Approved

8.6
Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA operation

	R4-114185
	Discussion
	Scenarios for Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA operation 
	Orange


· It is proposed that the RAN4 work on non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA operation takes into consideration the operators' scenarios presented in this paper.

Status: Noted
8.6.1
Core requirements
[NC_4C_HSDPA-Core]

8.6.2
Performance requirements
[NC_4C_HSDPA-Perf]

	R4-114078
	Discussion
	Initial discussion on UE Rx core requirements for non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· Suggest a few steps to allow continuation of the feasibility study for supporting operation of non-adjacent carrier operation and to introduce corresponding core requirements in an efficient manner.

Proposals: “

(1) First identify the scenarios for non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA and then work on the feasibility and core requirements impact.

(2) Agree on way forward as to how to introduce core requirements with respect to receiver assumptions.

(3) Identify the jammer characteristics for non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA.”

Discussion:

ST Ericsson: Propose to consider minimum requirements with single UE receiver. Agrees with jammer scenario. Generic specification applicable not only to single scenario. Too many requirements not good.

Qualcomm: Cannot support single receiver for scenarios in RAN2. For scenarios not able to be supported by single receiver, then dual receivers should be considered.

ST Ericsson: Need to identify specific scenarios for dual receiver cases.

Motorola Solutions: Single receiver will be a problem for two blocks.

Renesas: jammer identification might be challenging due to operator specific deployment. Refer to 4259. Single receiver for UE is challenging.

ST Ericsson: Gap definition to be clarified.

Status: Noted

	R4-114259
	Discussion
	Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA with single receiver
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


· Propose some additional measurement events to allow for single receiver UE to perform NC-4C-HSDPA reception
· A liaison statement should be sent to RAN2 indicating that RAN4 sees this approach as beneficial to facilitate 1RX UE implementation for NC-4C-HSDPA.

Proposals: “

(1) Proposal 1 : Define new measurement events for single receiver UE and NC-4C-HSDPA operation to allow UTRAN to detect when carrier imbalance situation occurs and does not occur

(2) Proposal 2: “No imbalance” event can either be evaluated with compressed mode or natural DRX/DTX (if available) or autonomously.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Need to clarify operator A and B scenario. Should look into solutions currently available. How to configure carriers? No indication signalling will solve the problem.

ZTE: How to set up baseband?

Renesas: WCDMA deployment scenarios. OK to look into current available solutions. Periodic RSSI reporting signal changes quickly, measurement period of 200 ms should be OK. CQI average.

ST Ericsson: Assumptions of jammer needed. Dual receiver does not speed up market availability. CQI shadowing issue. 

Qualcomm: Agrees with ST Ericsson on CQI imbalance. Periodic measurement better than CQI averaging. Solutions already available now.

Status: Noted

	R4-114260
	LS out
	Measurement events for NC-4C-HSDPA
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


· RAN4 kindly requests RAN2 to note that there will be scenarios in which the dynamic range of a single receiver for NC-4C-HSDPA would be exceeded due to uncoordinated transmissions in the gap frequency range. To avoid excessive performance degradation or call drop in these cases, it would be highly beneficial to define additional measurement events.

Status: Noted

	R4-114335
	Discussion
	Impact of non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA introduction on BS specifications.
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Analyse the necessary changes in TS 25.104 when NC-4C-HSDPA operation is considered.

Discussion：

NSN: More work needed for BS specifications.

Alcatel-Lucent: Concerns on WI, 25.104, section 7.7

Telecom Italia: MSR requirements should be reflected in the proposal

Status: Noted

	R4-114400
	Discussion
	Clarification on non contiguous carrier aggregation
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


· provide  initial view on REFSENS, maximum input power and some general issues related to the possible relaxation of requirements.

Proposals: “

(1) Define the requirements based on configurations CxC and CxCC.

(2) In order to limit the amount of cases considered and studied we would like to recommend that non-contiguous CA should be applicable only for the bands where HSDPA is actually deployed.

(3)  In the case of a single uplink, the Rx core requirements for single band non-contiguous carrier aggregation are specified with the farthest and closest UL carrier frequencies to the DL band. If the difference in the requirements due to the farthest and closest UL carrier frequencies is less than [1] dB, the requirements are specified only with the closest UL carrier frequency.

(4) Proposal 2bis: add the following definition

Minimum tx-to-rx distance:
Maximum tx-to-rx distance.
(5) Proposal 3bis: Mention (as for 4C-HSDPA) that there maybe sustancial desensitization for the UE transmitting on more than one uplink frequency, at maximum power when the tx-rx distance is lower than 80MHz.

(6) Proposal 4: Add a note which mentions that there may be desensitization also in the case of single uplink when the tx-to-rx distance is reduced compared to the minimum tx-to-rx distance cosnidered in the specifications (see Proposal 2bis). It may be discussed further if the limiting tx-to-rx distance which may lead to desensitization is needs to be specified for each band.

(7) Relaxations are applicable only to the UE when it is operating in non contiguous CA mode.

(8) Send an LS to RAN plenary to indicate that all the scenarios are feasible and to indicate that the method used by RAN 4 to specify the requirements and the scenarios which are covered by the requirements are still under discussion.

Discussion:

FT Orange: CXC, CXCC needs further investigation.

Qualcomm: Share same concern as Orange. Better to introduce operator requirements instead. Tx-Rx distance also scenario dependent. ACS and jammer definition in gap issue etc. need more information.

ST Ericsson: Do we want a specification depending on specific operator requirements, or generic enough? CXXCC could be added. No need to copy existing ACS and jammer specifications.

Status: Noted

	R4-114401
	LS out
	[Draft] Feedbacks on non contiguous carrier aggregation feasibility
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Status: Email approval

	R4-114402
	Discussion
	Analysis of the applicability of the legacy requirements to out-of-gap requirements for non contiguous carrier aggregation 
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114403
	Discussion
	Initial analysis of in-gap requirements for non contiguous carrier aggregation 
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


· Initiate the discussion related to in-gap type of requirements. 
· show that in case of asymmetric scenarios the image effect is the dominating impairments which may cause the UE to fail to fulfill the requirements based on BER
Status: Noted

	R4-114042
	Discussion
	Handling the OOB Interference by NetworkPlan and ACIC for NC_4C_HSDPA
	ZTE


· To mitigate the OOB interference between NC_4C_HSDPA and the system on the adjacent band, the feasibility of a network side solution without increasing the UE complexity should be studied.

Discussion:

ST Ericsson: Network planning is implementation dependent.

Status: Noted

	R4-113957
	Discussion
	Use case for Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA
	T-Mobile USA


Discussion:

Qualcomm: How to prioritize? Last scenario is not non-contiguous.

T-Mobile USA: in the order of importance.

Qualcomm: How to introduce specifications, operator scenario based, or generic CXCC etc. based?

ST Ericsson: OK to define specifications based on operator scenarios, 9 total now which is too many.

Status: Noted

	R4-114590
	Discussion
	Considerations for NC 4C-HSDPA
	Alcatel-Lucent


· The tuneable NC bandwidth should be considered and some specific items to cover NC-4C – HSDPA to the MSR specification. 

· Secondly TAE limits may need further study, and a working assumption is that medium range BS is excluded from this WI.  

Status: Withdrawn (replaced by R4-114747)
	R4-114747
	Discussion
	Considerations for NC 4C-HSDPA
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted

8.7
Introduction of New Configuration for 4C-HSDPA
[4C_HSDPA_Config]

8.7.1
Core part: Introduction of New Configuration for 4C-HSDPA
[4C_HSDPA_Config-Core]

	R4-114563
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.12.1 Core part: Introduction of New Configuration for 4C-HSDPA)
	Chair


· Can we formally approve the documents in R4#59AH?

Status: Approved

	R4-114077
	Discussion
	Analysis of UE core requirements for single band 4C-HSDPA II-4
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· analyze the impact on Rx core requirements due to new single band 4C-HSDPA configurations II-3 and II-4

· Proposal: “

(4) Proposal 1: Specify single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4.

(5) Proposal 2: Specify REFSENS requirement for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 2.

(6) Proposal 3: Maintain the existing maximum input level requirement for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4.

(7) Proposal 4:
Maintain the existing out-of-band blocking requirements for single band 4C-HSDPA with the same number of exceptions per received cell allowed. Specify out-of-band blocking requirement for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 3 and Table 4.

(8) Proposal 5:
Maintain the existing spurious response requirements for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4.

(9) Proposal 6:
Specify in-band blocking requirement with single uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 6.

(10) Proposal 7:
Specify narrow-band blocking requirement with single uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 7.

(11) Proposal 8:
Specify intermodulation requirement with single uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 8.

(12) Proposal 9:
Specify narrow-band intermodulation requirement with single uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 9.

(13) Proposal 10:
Specify ACS Case 1 requirement with single uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 10.

(14) Proposal 11:
Specify ACS Case 2 requirement with single uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 11.

(15) Proposal 12:
Specify in-band blocking requirement with dual uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 13.

(16) Proposal 13:
Specify narrow-band blocking requirement with dual uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 14.

(17) Proposal 14:
Specify intermodulation requirement with dual uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 15.

(18) Proposal 15:
Specify narrow-band intermodulation requirement with dual uplink frequency operation for single band 4C-HSDPA II-3 and II-4 as shown in Table 16.”

Discussion：

ST Ericsson: Need more time to check numbers. For ACS, whether filters are used for 20 MHz?

Qualcomm: ACS filter is assumed to 20 MHz.

Status: Noted

8.7.2
Perf. part: Introduction of New Configuration for 4C-HSDPA
[4C_HSDPA_Config-Perf]

8.8
Eight carrier HSDPA
[8C_HSDPA]

8.8.1
Core requirements
[8C_HSDPA-Core]

8.8.2
Performance requirements
[8C_HSDPA-Perf]

8.9
Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv]

	R4-114562
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (6.11 Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA)
	Chair


· Can we formally approve the documents in R4#59AH?

Status: Approved

	R4-114486
	Approval
	Skeleton Technical Report for OL/CL Tx Diversity
	Huawei


· It is proposed that the attached skeleton report is approved as v0.0.1.

Discussion:

Qualcomm: Original WI description does not include a TR. So need to update WI first.

Secretary: Need to update WI first in order to get a TR number.

Huawei: Get a Tdoc number for place holder first.

ST Ericsson: No need to have a TR

Qualcomm: No strong view, no need for a TR either. TP then CR should be fine too.

Ericsson: Support Qualcomm view. Wait and see if a TR is needed. 

Huawei: Offline discussion.

Status: Noted

	R4-114480
	Discussion
	ULTD Transmitter characteristics: General
	Huawei


· Give proposals on general part of transmitter characteristics.

Proposal: “

1. Proposal 1: Accept the BFTD transmitter architecture in figure 1 as the baseline to study RF transmitter requirement.

2. Proposal 2: A terminal which supports the ULTD features needs to meet both the general requirements and the additional requirement for supporting ULTD.

3. Proposal 3: ALL the transmitter requirements shall be tested by a limited set of representative configuration.

Discussion:

Qualcomm: What kind of transmit testing configurations?

Huawei: Typical

ST Ericsson: UE configuration 2 vs. 5, which data point do you have?

Huawei: General. Still need to assume an RF architecture.

Qualcomm: Same document as last meeting. No controversy. 

Status: Noted

	R4-114481
	Approval
	ULTD Transmitter characteristics: Transmit power
	Huawei


· Give proposals on transmit power.

Proposal: “

(1) Proposal 1: Define the UE maximum output power per UE for UE with transmit diversity. For maximum output power tolerance, the upper limit shall be maintained and the lower limit is FFS.

(2) Proposal 2: Define MOP per UE and keep the current requirement unchanged for the per UE requirements.

Discussion:

ST Ericsson: How to implement MPR?

Huawei: MPR to be defined per UE in principle

Status: Approved

	R4-114482
	Approval
	ULTD Transmitter characteristics: Output power dynamics
	Huawei


· Give proposals on Output power dynamics.

Proposal: “

(1) Proposal 1: Apply the existing inner loop power control requirement per antenna port.

(2) Proposal 2: Apply the existing minimum output power requirement per antenna port.

(3) Proposal 3: Apply the existing out-of-synchronization handling of output power requirement for UE with ULTD with details of specification implementations for FFS.

Discussion:

ST Ericsson: RAN1 is discussing on proposal 3 as well

Qualcomm: proposal 2 has battery issue, no need for proposal 2.

Ericsson: proposal 2 needs signalling issue

Status: Noted, (Proposal 1 is approved).

	R4-114483
	Approval
	ULTD Transmitter characteristics: Transmit ON/OFF power
	Huawei


· Give proposals on Transmit ON/OFF power.

Proposal: “

(1) Proposal 1: Define the transmitter OFF power per antenna port for UE with transmit diversity. The OFF power requirement per antenna port is FFS.

(2) Proposal 2: apply current transmit ON/OFF time mask requirements to each transmitter port for UE with transmit diversity.

(3) Proposal 3: apply current change of TFC requirements to each transmitter port for UE with transmit diversity.

(4) Proposal 4: apply current power setting requirements to each transmitter port for UE with transmit diversity.

(5) Proposal 5: apply current HS-DPCCH requirements to each transmitter port for UE with transmit diversity.

Proposal 1 is approved

Proposal 2 is not agreed

Proposal 3 is approved

Proposal 4 is approved

Proposal 5 is approved

Status: Noted(Partially Approved)
	R4-114484
	Approval
	ULTD Transmitter characteristics: Output RF spectrum emissions
	Huawei


· Give proposals on Output RF spectrum emissions.

Proposal: “

(1) Proposal 1: Apply the current occupied bandwidth per antenna port for UE with transmit diversity.

(2) Proposal 2: Apply the current ACLR requirement per antenna port for UE with transmit diversity. Whether to apply SEM per UE is FFS.

(3) Proposal 3: Apply the current spurious emissions requirements per antenna port. “

Proposal 1 is not agreed

Proposal 2 is not agreed

Proposal 3 is not agreed

Status: Noted

	R4-114485
	Discussion
	ULTD Transmitter characteristics: Time alignment error
	Huawei


· Give proposals on Time alignment error.

Proposal: “

(1) Proposal 1: Time alignment between transmitter branches should be defined for ULTD transmission.

(2) Proposal 2: Performance loss caused by time alignment error shall be evaluated.

(3) Proposal 3: We propose for any CLTD transmission mode, at each carrier frequency, TAE shall not exceed [1/2Tc].”

Status: Noted

	R4-114487
	Discussion
	UE current consumption for Tx Diversity 
	Huawei


· Some analysis on UE power consumption and focus on the total power consumption including not only PA but also baseband, transceiver, and etc.

Status: Noted

8.9.1
Core part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Closed Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core]

	R4-114074
	LS out
	On the need of turning on/off CLTD feature based on UE implementation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· RAN4 kindly asks RAN1 to take RAN4’s finding into consideration and to investigate the mechanism to turn on/off CLTD feature based on UE input

· RAN4 kindly asks RAN2 to take RAN4’s finding into consideration and to investigate the mechanism to turn on/off CLTD feature based on UE input

Status: Noted

	R4-114072
	LS out
	On the need of "per band CLTD capability"
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· RAN4 kindly asks RAN2 to take RAN4’s finding into consideration and suggests RAN2 to introduce “per band CLTD capability” signalling in relevant specifications.

Status: Approved
	R4-114073
	LS out
	Disabling CLTD feature in CELL_FACH
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· RAN4 kindly asks RAN1 to take RAN4’s finding into consideration

· RAN4 kindly asks RAN2 to take RAN4’s finding into consideration

Status: Noted

	R4-114075
	Discussion
	UE Tx Core Requirements for UL CLTD
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· discussion about the remaining open issues on the impact on existing UE Tx core requirements for UL CLTD

Proposals: “

(1) Proposal 1: CLTD not be considered with the DC-HSUPA feature for Rel-11.

(2) Proposal 2: Adopt “Per UE” requirement for UE maximum output power. The sum of the maximum output power at each antenna port is compared against the requirements.

(3) Proposal 3: Introduce Class 3/3bis for Rel-11.

(4) Proposal 4: Adopt “Per UE” requirement for UE maximum output power with HS-DPCCH and E-DCH. The sum of the maximum output power at each antenna port is compared against the requirements.

(5) Proposal 5: Do not introduce open loop power control requirement for CLTD.

(6) Proposal 6: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for inner loop power control.

(7) Proposal 7: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(8) Proposal 8: Do not introduce minimum output power requirement for CLTD.

(9) Proposal 9: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for transmit OFF power.

(10) Proposal 10: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port. Clarify that this requirement is applicable only when the UE turns off both Tx chains.

(11) Proposal 11: Do not introduce transmit ON/OFF time mask requirement with PRACH for CLTD.

(12) Proposal 12: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for change of TFC.

(13) Proposal 13: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(14) Proposal 14: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for power setting in uplink compressed mode.

(15) Proposal 15: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(16) Proposal 16: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for HS-DPCCH.

(17) Proposal 17: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(18) Proposal 18: Adopt “Per UE” requirement for occupied bandwidth.

(19) Proposal 19: Occupied Bandwidth is defined by Max(Upper Frequency1, Upper Frequency2)  Min(Lower Frequency1, Lower Frequency2.

(20) Proposal 20: Use the existing requirements.

(21) Proposal 21: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for transmit intermodulation.

(22) Proposal 22: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(23) Proposal 23: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for transmit pulse shape filter.

(24) Proposal 24: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for EVM.

(25) Proposal 25: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(26) Proposal 26: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for peak code domain error.

(27) Proposal 27: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(28) Proposal 28: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for relative code domain error.

(29) Proposal 29: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(30) Proposal 30: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for phase discontinuity for uplink DPCH.

(31) Proposal 31: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(32) Proposal 32: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for phase discontinuity for HS-DPCCH.

(33) Proposal 33: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

(34) Proposal 34: Adopt “Per Antenna” requirement for phase discontinuity for E-DCH.

(35) Proposal 35: Use the existing requirements on each antenna port.

Proposal 1, 24 are agreed

Status: Noted

	R4-114398
	Discussion
	Reference receiver for Closed Loop Transmit Diversity
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


· Consider the architecture based on 1 full power PA and 1 half power PA as baseline architecture for the definition of the core requirements. If this is considered as feasible by the companies we propose to consider the architecture shown in Figure 3 in the Annex

Status: Noted

	R4-114399
	Discussion
	Analysis of UE Tx core requirements for UL CLTD
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


· Provide  initial view for the core requirements for CLTD and provided an initial analysis for the related to the inner loop power control, out of band emissions and EVM.

Status: Noted

8.9.2
Perf. part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Closed Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Perf]

	R4-114455
	Discussion
	Impact of CLTD on BS performance requirement
	Huawei, HiSilicon


· There is no need to update the BS demodulation performance in the technical specification TS 25.104

The conclusion Conclusion is agreed (document itself is noted as it is for discussion)

Status: Noted, 

8.9.3
Core part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Open Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core]

8.9.4
Perf. part: Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA - Open Loop
[HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Perf]

	R4-114600
	Discussion
	Proposed Requirements on Algorithm for OL ULTD Enabled UE
	Magnolia Broadband


· Propose to use the requirements of (a) the minimum diversity gain and (b) phase discontinuity to ensure the algorithm performance for the OL ULTD enabled UE.

Status: Noted

8.10
UE OTA conformance testing methodology - LME Free Space test
[UEAnt_FSTest]

	R4-114044
	CR
	CR for TR 25.914: Supplement of the testing configuration for LME OTA testing
	ZTE


· A CR for TR25.914(R10)

· Adding the detailed definition of the laptop ground plane phantom and position method of the DUT on the phantom.

Status: Revised in R4-114713
	R4-114713
	CR
	CR for TR 25.914: Supplement of the testing configuration for LME OTA testing
	ZTE



=>Technically endorsed (R-10 CR). To be revised into a rel-11 CR.

Status: revised CR in 4766

	R4-114766
	CR
	CR for TR 25.914: Supplement of the testing configuration for LME OTA testing
	ZTE


Status: Technically endorsed
	R4-114733
	Approval
	LME OTA AdHoc Meeting report
	CATR


Status: Approved
	R4-113988
	Approval
	Material of laptop ground plane phantom
	Telecom Italia


· The present contribution aims to offer the group a further proposal for defining the material of the laptop ground plane phantom.
Proposal:
· The material used for building the rectangular planes and the overlaying conductive films of the laptop ground plane phantom is a dielectric laminate sheet.

Status: Noted
	R4-114043
	Discussion
	Overview on the testing configuration of LME OTA test
	ZTE 


· Discuss the remaining work on test configuration and measurement uncertainty

· In order to finish the WI according to the time plan, we should accelerate the work of testing configuration firstly and then the follow-up works.

Status: Noted

	R4-114162
	Discussion
	TRP and TRS uncertainty budgets for Reverberation Chamber Methodology
	Bluetest


· Discuss TRP and TRS the uncertainty budgets for reverberation chamber methodology.

Status: Noted
	R4-114163
	CR
	Complementary information about the reverberation chamber methodology
	Bluetest


· A CR to change TR25.914(R10) based on the discussion in previous contribution R4-114162
=>Technically endorsed (R-10 CR), to be revised to R-11 CR in 4767

Status: revised in 4767

	R4-114767
	CR
	Complementary information about the reverberation chamber methodology
	Bluetest


Status: Revised to 4811

	R4-114811
	CR
	Complementary information about the reverberation chamber methodology
	Bluetest


Status: Technically endorsed

	R4-114282
	Discussion
	Typical antenna efficiency for WWAN antennas
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· This paper presents measurement results needed to find the TRP/TRS requirement values applicable for LME/LEE devices in a free space configuration from antenna efficiency measurements performed on commercial devices equipped with WWAN modules.

· The measurement results shows that different TRP/TRS requirements are needed for low and high frequency bands as result of the frequency varying antenna efficiency. 

· The result gives that -6 dB is a good approximation of radiated efficiency for low band frequencies (V, VIII) and -3 dB is a good approximation for radiated efficiency for high band frequencies (I, II)

Status: Noted
	R4-114045
	CR
	Adding average TRP and TRS definitions for LME OTA testing
	ZTE


· A CR for TS25.144(R10)

· The definitions of average TRP/TRS.based on the high/middle/low channels per band are added into new section 6.2 and 7.3, respectively.

Status: Noted
	R4-114046
	CR
	Adding TRP and TRS minimum  requirements for LME OTA Testing
	ZTE


· A CR for TS25.144(R10)

· The minimum OTA performance requirements for LME/LEE devices, both FDD mode and TDD mode, are added into TS25.144

Status: Noted

	R4-114047
	CR
	Adding TRP and TRS recommended requirements for LME OTA Testing
	ZTE


· A CR for TS25.144(R10)

· The recommeded OTA performance requirements for LME/LEE devices, both FDD mode and TDD mode, are added into TS25.144

Status: Noted
	R4-114283
	CR
	Adding sections for TRP and TRS requirements for data transfer position
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Intel


· This CR will add sections for minimum and recommended OTA performance requirements for LME and LEE in TS25.144(R11).

Status: revised in 4706
	R4-114706
	CR
	Adding sections for TRP and TRS requirements for data transfer position
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Intel


Status: Technically endorsed (R-11 CR)
8.11
Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH
[Cell_FACH_enh]

8.11.1
Core requirements
[Cell_FACH_enh-Core]

	R4-114076
	Discussion
	RRM requirements for high priority search in CELL_FACH
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· Describes a complete solution to provide the capability in CELL_FACH to measure and reselect E-UTRA cells based on standard absolute priority reselection rules. 

· Proposed to extend such solution to cover ALL absolute priority based cell reselection mechanism in CELL_FACH, i.e. not limited to E-UTRAN but also to UTRAN and GERAN.

Proposal: 

(1) Modify RAN4 specifications to define new performance requirements for E-UTRA reselection in CELL_FACH (with and/or without DRX.

(2) Modify RAN4 specifications to define new performance requirements for E-UTRA and Inter-frequency/RAT absolute priority reselection in CELL_FACH (with and/or without DRX).

Status: e-mail approval

8.11.2
Performance requirements
[Cell_FACH_enh-Perf]

8.12
Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE
[eICIC_enh_LTE]

8.12.1
Core part: Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE
[eICIC_enh_LTE-Core]

	R4-114061
	Decision
	Requirements for Home BS output Power for Co-Channel E-UTRA Channel Protection
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: not handled

	R4-114062
	CR
	Requirements for Home BS Co-channel E-UTRA Protection
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: not handled

	R4-114354
	Discussion
	HeNB Autonomous Power Setting Parameter Optimization for Macro-eNB Scenario;
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: not handled

	R4-114355
	Discussion
	HeNB Autonomous Power Setting for Macro-eNB Scenario (Option B)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114735
	Approval
	Way forward on Home BS Co-channel power output
	Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, picoChip, NSN, NEC


Status: e-mail approval

8.12.2
Perf. part: Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE
[eICIC_enh_LTE-Perf]

8.13
Network-Based Positioning Support in LTE
[LCS_LTE-NBPS]

8.13.1
Core requirements
[LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core]

8.13.2
Performance requirements
[LCS_LTE-NBPS-Perf]

8.14
AGNSS Minimum Performance for UTRAN
[AGNSSPerf_UTRAN]

8.15
Small Technical Enhancement for release 11 and beyond
[TEI-11]

	R4-114048
	Discussion
	Discussion on the Electromagnetic Compatibility (EMC) for Multi-Standard mobile terminals and ancillary equipment
	ZTE


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114193
	Approval
	Further discussion and way forward on DTX detection of PUCCH format 2
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114281
	Information
	Performance of Interference Rejection Combining Receiver in asynchronous network for LTE
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted

	R4-114652
	Discussion
	CRS covariance matrix estimation for MMSE-IRC receiver
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: e-mail review

	R4-114540
	Discussion
	Discussion on the impact of the system loading on RSRQ
	Research In Motion UK Limited


Status: e-mail review

9
New frequency bands and maintenance of operating bands, Release independent

9.1
Maintenance of operating bands

9.1.1
Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE
[E1900]

	R4-114309
	CR
	E1900 co-existence fix to 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114080
	Discussion
	Analysis of UE Tx core requirements for band XXV
	Qualcomm Incorporated


STE///: for EUTRA we do not introduce any relaxation.

Status: Noted
	R4-114079
	Discussion
	Simulation of  DC-HSUPA receiver characteristics for Band XXV
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson: not aligned on the intermodulation assumptions. Needs more time to clarify.
Status: Noted

	R4-114181
	CR
	MOP lower tolerance for Band XXV
	NTT DOCOMO


ST-Ericsson: thinks that such high relaxation is not needed. Need more time to check.
Status: Noted
	R4-114404
	CR
	Introduction of requirements for band XXV
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Qualcomm: what are the assumptions? There is no way to verify.
Ericsson: common methodology was agreed that applies to all bands. And also applies here.

Status: Noted

	R4-114081
	CR
	UE core requirements for Band XXV
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Revised in 4833
	R4-114833
	CR
	UE core requirements for Band XXV
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: approved

	R4-114598
	Discussion
	Draft WID for Intra-band, Non-contiguous CA for Band 25
	Sprint


Status: Noted
9.1.2
Adding 2 GHz band LTE FDD (Band 23) for Ancillary Terrestrial Component (ATC) of Mobile Satellite Service (MSS) in North America
[S_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS]

	R4-114581
	Approval
	Agreed CRs in R4#59AH (5.6.2 S band ATC maintenance)
	Chair


Status: Approved

9.2
Guideline on WI/SI for new Operating Bands (TR30.007)

	R4-114564
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (8.1 Maintenance of TR30.007)
	Chair


Status: Approved

9.3
UMTS/LTE 3500 MHz*2
[RInImp8-UMTSLTE3500]

	R4-114565
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (8.2 UMTS/LTE 3500 MHz)
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114387
	Approval
	TP for General corrections in TR 37.801
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: approved

	R4-114310
	Information
	MoM of 3500 MHz open issues Telco (August 3, 2011)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-114695
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114696
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114697
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114698
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114699
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114700
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114701
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114702
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.331
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114776
	Approval
	UMTS/LTE 3500 Work Item TR 37.801 v0.15.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: approved

	R4-114777
	Information
	Ad hoc minutes: UMTS-LTE 3500 MHz
	Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114829
	Approval
	UMTS/LTE 3500 Work Item TR 37.801 v0.16.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Email approval

9.3.1
TDD element

	R4-114058
	Approval
	Final requirements for Band 42
	Clearwire


Concerns from Qualcomm.

Status: Noted
	R4-114236
	Discussion
	Requirements for Bands 42 and 43
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Revised in 4656
	R4-114656
	Discussion
	Requirements for Bands 42 and 43
	Qualcomm Incorporated


UK Broadband: what is UL/DL for thermal rating?

Qualcomm: depends on the platform.

Agreement for refsens:

1dB relaxation for band 42 and 43 and removal of the square brackets.

Transmitter power relaxation:

Ericsson, Nokia, Renesas, Intel, Fujitsu support the proposal from Qualcomm.
CMCC, UK Broadband, NII, TeliaSonera support the proposal from Clearwire

Status: Noted

	R4-114313
	CR
	Band 42 and 43 for LTE 3500 (TDD) correction to TS 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ALU: has concerns on the CR (about removal of the HeNB receiver blocking requirements).
NII holdings: is there an issue with the synchronization ?

Ericsson: If this CR is not agreed then we will have inconsistence in the spec as we define blocking but not the spurious emission, …etc
UK Broadband: for consistency we should accept Ericsson’s proposal.

Status: Revised in 4749
	R4-114749
	CR
	Band 42 and 43 for LTE 3500 (TDD) correction to TS 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114314
	CR
	Band 42 and 43 for LTE 3500 (TDD) correction to TS 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4750

	R4-114750
	CR
	Band 42 and 43 for LTE 3500 (TDD) correction to TS 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114311
	CR
	Add Band 42 and 43 for LTE 3500 (TDD) to TS 25.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114312
	CR
	Add Band 42 and 43 for LTE 3500 (TDD) to TS 25.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114396
	CR
	Add Band 42/43 for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.101
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-114397
	CR
	Add Band 42/43 for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.133
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114753
	CR
	Modifications of Band 42 and 43 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114791
	CR
	Modifications of Band 42 and 43 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


revision to remove band 22

Status: Revised in 4827

	R4-114827
	CR
	Modifications of Band 42 and 43 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed

	R4-114781
	CR
	Band 42 and 43 UE refsens for UMTS/LTE 3500 (TDD) for TS 36.101
	NII Holdings, CMCC, CATT Clearwire, Huawei, Bollor


Status: withdrawn

9.3.2
FDD element

	R4-114104
	Discussion
	Considerations on B22 refsens 
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.


Status: Withdrawn 

	R4-114237
	Discussion
	Requirements for Band 22
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Revised in 4681

	R4-114681
	Discussion
	Requirements for Band 22
	Qualcomm Incorporated


TeliaSonera: Does not see a reason why band 22 has different value than band 3.
Docomo: - we need to focus on LTE not in LTE-Advance when looking at this band as the WI scope is LTE and UMTS only.
( comparing band 38 and 22 is more appropriate.

Status: Noted

	R4-114183
	Approval
	E-UTRA Band 22 requirements
	NTT DOCOMO


Agreement for Refsens: 

Proposal from Qualcomm is -90.8 and proposal from NTT and al. is -91.
( -91 is agreed 

Spurious emission limits:

Proposals: 

-40dBm/MHz: (Qualcomm) from 3510 to 3530 vs (NTT-Docomo) from 3510 to 3520 

-50dBm/MHz: (Qualcomm) from 3530 to 3590 vs (NTT-Docomo) from 3520 to 3590 

( Agreement is to split the difference:

-40dBm/MHz from 3510 to 3525 


-50dBm/MHz from 3525 to 3590
Maximum output power Tolerance: 

Proposals:

Qualcomm: +2/-5.5dB 
Operators: +2/-2 dB.

Ericsson: proposes a compromise of +2/-3 (proposal accepted by TeliaSonera and Telecom Italia) 
Intel and Renesas: propose +2/-4

(To be sorted in the Ad-Hoc.)
Status: Noted

	R4-114182
	CR
	Introduction of Band 22
	NTT DOCOMO, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Intel: spurious emission table require a closer look. Not sure the values are appropriate.
Status: Revised in 4762
	R4-114762
	CR
	Introduction of Band 22
	NTT DOCOMO, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


QC: Can the proponents provide technical analysis to help understand the proposal?
Ericsson: Background paper in 4379 with the rational of making these changes and it was also discussed in the ad-hoc.
Qualcomm: not ready to approve the CR. Needs more time to analysis the numbers.

Qualcomm: no intention to delay the completion of the WI but want to make sure that the changes are technically accurate.

Ericsson: this is the last chance to close this WI. Proposes to have this agreed as working agreement.

Nokia: is comfortable with the technical content and thinks it is important to close the work.

UK Broadband: would like to close the work on this WI.

NII holdings: what is the impact of the completion for bands 42 and 43 as they are in the same WI?
Session Chair (Edgar): they are both in the same WI thus will have the same completion date.

NII: supports the completion of the work during this meeting.

Deutsche Telekom: is was stated in the last RAN plenary that RAN may consider splitting into TDD and FDD WIs.

Orange: a lot of effort is done to conclude the WI and to reach a compromise and it is very important to conclude this WI in this meeting.

Qualcomm: need time to understand the assumptions behind the analysis and the technical analysis. One possibility to have progress is technical endorsement of the CR, it gives QC few weeks to verify the correctness of the CR.

Deutsche Telekom (RAN’s Vice –chair): three options are possible : - email approval, technical endorsement, working agreement.

RAN4 Chair: proposes two options: technical endorsement, working agreement. (email approval is not an appreciated solution)

Qualcomm: we have no interests on delaying the completeness of the WI. The objective of QC is to verify the correctness of the proposal. If technical agreement means that QC is ok with the content, then QC can not agree to this status.

RAN4 Chair: Technically endorsed means that the CR is correct from a technical point of view. Technically endorse from RAN4 point of view, means that all companies in the group including your company agrees on the correctness of the document’s content.

Deutsche Telekom (RAN’s Vice-chair): There is no recommendation from RAN4 to RAN to approve the CR.

Status: Working agreement
( RAN Chairman: declares the three CRs  (4762, 4755, 4395) as working agreement.
	R4-114380
	CR
	Introduction of Band 22
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


agreed
9.3.2.1
UE (core) 

	R4-114394
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.101
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4755

	R4-114755
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.101
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


QC: same concerns as in 4762

Status: Working agreement
	R4-114395
	CR
	Add Band XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.133
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


QC: There is no agreement for refsens for 25.101 and it is related. Not in a position to agree this CR.
Ericsson: would like to have this CR as working agreement.

Status: Working agreement
	R4-114379
	Discussion
	More on UE requirements for Band 22 and Band 42/43
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
	R4-114391
	CR
	Add Band 22 for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114392
	CR
	Add Band 22 for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114393
	CR
	Add Band 22 for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.307
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

9.3.2.2
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

	R4-114320
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4751

	R4-114751
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed

	R4-114321
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4752
	R4-114752
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed

	R4-114150
	CR
	Uncertainties and Test Tolerances for 3000MHz to 4200MHz
	Anritsu


Status: agreed

	R4-114389
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 37.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4754
	R4-114754
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 37.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114390
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 37.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114322
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.113
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed

	R4-114388
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 37.113
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed

	R4-114323
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 36.124
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Agreed
	R4-114315
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114316
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


table 6.35 shows track changes but there are no actual changes for this table.
Status: Revised in 4714

	R4-114714
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.141
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114317
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.113
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
	R4-114318
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 25.461
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Technically Endorsed
	R4-114319
	CR
	Add Band 22/XXII for LTE/UMTS 3500 (FDD) to TS 34.124
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: agreed
9.3.3
RRM aspect 

9.3.4
UE/BS Demodulation (performance)

9.4
Adding L-Band (Band 24) LTE for Ancillary Terrestrial Component (ATC) of Mobile Satellite Service (MSS) in North America
[L_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS]

9.5
Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 – 849 MHz) *2 
[e850_UB]

	R4-114566
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (8.3.1 Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz))
	Chair


Status: Email approval
	R4-114604
	Discussion
	eNB coexistence in band 26
	NSN


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114601
	Approval
	Correction for TR 37.806 Coexistence text
	NSN


Status: Revised in 4641
	R4-114641
	Approval
	Correction for TR 37.806 Coexistence text
	NSN


Status: approved
	R4-114626
	Discussion
	Band 26  Open issues
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113949
	Discussion
	Band 26 Issues
	KDDI


Status: Noted
	R4-114184
	Approval
	A way forward for Band 26/XXVI REFSENS
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted
	R4-114624
	Approval
	Band 26  REFSENS way forward
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114085
	Discussion
	800 MHz coexistence for UMTS Band XXVI
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-114238
	Discussion
	Band 26 UE Coexistence Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted
	R4-114381
	Discussion
	Band 26/XXVI and Band 5/V coexistence with services in the 800 MHz range
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-114593
	Discussion
	Band 26 co-existence scenarios 
	Motorola solutions


Status: Noted
	R4-114592
	Discussion
	Device to device coexistence study at LTE E850 bands
	Motorola Solutions


Status: Noted

	R4-114324
	Discussion
	Band 26 co-existence 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4664

	R4-114664
	Discussion
	Band 26 co-existence 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-114625
	Approval
	Band 26  Coexistance  way forward
	Sprint


Status: Noted
	R4-114612
	CR
	Introduction of Band 26
	Sprint


Qualcomm: - very late submission.


- co-existence issues with Japanese bands not addressed.

Fujitsu: needs time to check.

Verizon: - has concern on section: 6.6.3.3.5 


- suggests removing this part as this frequency range is used in US and Canada. 

- We have to understand what are the implication on roaming (border scenarios) and still need more technical rational behind this signalling level.


(Need more study.

Ericsson: this is not a mandated feature, it is intended to protect the narrow band in other areas of the world and of public safety band.

Motorola Solutions: this has been studied for 3 to 4 years for other bands. If Verizon is not ok with the value, they are not mandated to signal this number. This should not be an issue. 

( NS needs to be here to protect public safety band and is useful in other places outside the US.

NII holding: support Motorola’s comment, NS needs to be here to protect public safety band.

Sprint: values are within [ ] which leaves us the time to study. (or put TBD).

Qualcomm: suggests to put TBD or to put the FCC value.

- There is a missing requirement on Co-existence level.

Motorola Solutions: we already have 14 TBDs and 5 square brackets in the spec. Having such number of TBD give the impression the work is meaningless.

KT: this is not only a US band and is for the public safety . Motorola provided enough results to show that this value is needed to protect the public safety. ==> supports Motorola Solution’s proposal.

Verizon: removing this will not block any Spring’s function.

Ericsson: it is not mandated to send. They can be signal when it is needed.

LGplus: supports Verizon’s proposal.
NTT Docomo: this was discussed for several meeting, and we hear several comments and concerns from Verizon but we did not see any contribution from Verizon. The proposed value is in [ ] so Verizon have the time to study for the coming meeting.

Chair: proposes to add a note to clarify the concern from Verizon.

Sustained objection from Verizon.

Status: Revised in 4796

	R4-114796
	CR
	Introduction of Band 26
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114613
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.104
	Sprint


Status: Revised in 4798
	R4-114798
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.104
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-113981
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.104 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-114621
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.104 (Rel-10)
	Sprint, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Email approval
	R4-114617
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.141
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113983
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.141 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-114623
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.141 (Rel-10)
	Sprint, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Email approval
	R4-113982
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.113 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-114622
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.113 (Rel-10)
	Sprint, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Email approval
	R4-114614
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.113
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114618
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.307
	Sprint


Status: Revised in 4840
	R4-114840
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.307
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114619
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.307
	Sprint


Status: Revised in 4841

	R4-114841
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.307
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114620
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.307
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114083
	Discussion
	Analysis of UE core requirements for band XXVI
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-114082
	Discussion
	Simulation of  DC-HSUPA receiver characteristics for Band XXVI
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted
	R4-114084
	Draft CR
	UE core requirements for Band XXVI
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-114607
	CR
	Extending 850 MHz upper part (814-849) addition to 25.101
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114405
	CR
	Introduction of requirements for band XXVI
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Status: Revised in 4795
	R4-114795
	CR
	Introduction of requirements for band XXVI
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Status: Agreed
	R4-114609
	CR
	Add upper 850MHz band in TS25.113
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114608
	CR
	Add upper 850MHz band in TS25.104
	Sprint


Status: Revised in 4797
	R4-114797
	CR
	Add upper 850MHz band in TS25.104
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-114611
	CR
	Add upper 850MHz band in TS25.141
	Sprint


Status: Revised in 4813
	R4-114813
	CR
	Add upper 850MHz band in TS25.141
	Sprint


Status: Email approval
	R4-113973
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-4)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-113974
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-5)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-113975
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-6)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-113976
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-7)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-113977
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-8)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-113978
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-9)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-113979
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-113980
	CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS34.124 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Email approval
	R4-114812
	Approval
	Band 26 open issues/ Way Forward following RAN4#60
	Sprint


Status: Not handled.
	R4-114616
	CR
	Introduction of Band 26
	Sprint


Status: Revised in 4800
	R4-114800
	CR
	Introduction of Band 26
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114610
	CR
	Extending 850 MHz upper part (814-849) addition to 25.133
	Sprint


Status: Revised in 4799
	R4-114799
	CR
	Extending 850 MHz upper part (814-849) addition to 25.133
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114717
	Discussion
	Summary of Band 26 Coexistence proposals following Band 26 AH on 22 August
	Sprint


Status: Noted
	R4-114739
	Information
	Meeting minutes for Band 26 Ad-Hoc in RAN4#60
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: Noted

9.5.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[e850_UB-Core]

9.5.2
UE (core)
[e850_UB-Core]

	R4-114615
	CR
	CR upper Extended 850 MHz addition to 36.124
	Sprint


Status: Email approval

9.5.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)
[e850_UB-Core]

9.5.4
RRM requirements
[e850_UB-Core]

9.5.5
Demodulation performance
[[e850_UB-Perf]]

9.6
LTE E850 - Lower Band for Region 2 (non-US)
[e850_LB]

	R4-114567
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (8.4.1 LTE E850 - Lower Band for Region 2 (non-US))
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114603
	Discussion
	eNB coexistence between e850 LB and band 5
	NSN


Verizon: E850 is outside US?
NSN: understanding is yes.

Status: Noted

	R4-114066
	Approval
	Work plan for the E850 Lower Band WI
	NII


Status: Revised in 4645

	R4-114645
	Approval
	Work plan for the E850 Lower Band WI
	NII


Status: Revised in 4770
	R4-114770
	Approval
	Work plan for the E850 Lower Band WI
	NII


Status: Noted
9.6.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[e850_LB-Core]

9.6.2
UE (core) 
[e850_LB-Core]

9.6.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[e850_LB-Core]

9.6.4
RRM requirements
[e850_LB-Core]

9.6.5
Demodulation performance
[e850_LB-Perf]

9.7
New Band LTE Downlink FDD 716-728 MHz
[LTE_DL_FDD700]

9.7.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

9.7.2
UE (core) 
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

	R4-114568
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (8.5.2 New Band LTE Downlink FDD 716-728 MHz)
	Chair


Status: Approved

9.7.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

	R4-113985
	Discussion
	BS to BS coexistence between Band 12/17 and additional new 716-728 downlink
	Alcatel-Lucent


NSN. Cellular south assumes 5MHz. can we also assume 3Mhz channel? then you cannot assume 2MhZ GAP.

ALU there is a price to a pay if you do not assume this guard band between the adjacent C block UL and D block DL.

DBSD would like to informe there is another liscense to another operator. Hence this guard band may not always be possible. Also UE issue should be considered.

STE: we need a 73 dB isolation - so this a filter for the carrier not the operating band.

Status: Noted

	R4-113984
	Discussion
	Harmonics and Intermodulation Products caused by LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band 2, 4 or 5 plus additional new 716-728 downlink
	Alcatel-Lucent


Ericsson: do we need to do anything in the specification?

ALU: This analysis is for the report and not for the specification, but should be included in technical report.
Status: noted
9.7.4
RRM requirements
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

9.7.5
Demodulation performance
[LTE_DL_FDD700-Perf]

9.8
LTE for 700 MHz Digital Dividend
[LTE_APAC700]

	R4-114569
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (8.6 LTE for 700 MHz Digital Dividend)
	Chair


Status: Approved

	R4-114356
	Approval
	APAC700 TR v0.1.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Approved

	R4-113950
	Approval
	Co-existence study with Band 18
	KDDI


Qualcomm: it is dependant on co-existence target and is being discussed in Japan. What if Japanese study this but 3gpp comes to different conclusions. is not clear when do we use 15 MHz.  

Approved as a way forward. Single blocker case is a problem.  

Ericsson/ST-E: would like to see filter simulation. 

Huawei: Most of the simulations are for the BS - more important to consider the UE.

Status: Approved
	R4-113951
	Discussion
	Simulation results (I) Co-existence with Band 18
	KDDI, Nokia


Status: Noted
	R4-113952
	Discussion
	Simulation results (II) Co-existence with Band 18
	KDDI


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-113953
	Discussion
	Simulation results (III) Co-existence with Band 18
	KDDI


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-114127
	Decision
	Considerations  of co-existence study for APAC700
	CATT


Status: withdrawn
	R4-114239
	Discussion
	700 MHz band in Asia
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-114489
	Discussion
	Coexistence with lower E850 sub-band
	Huawei


Ericsson: MCL is 59 db. why not 69 as per other bands?

NSN: MCL should be 67 and not dependant on frequency.

NII agrees this needs to be consistent.

Status: Noted

	R4-114490
	Discussion
	Co-existence with PPDR and TETRA systems
	Huawei


Status: Noted

	R4-114491
	Discussion
	Coexistence with band 5
	Huawei


Status: Revised in 4671

	R4-114671
	Discussion
	Coexistence with band 5
	Huawei


Status: withdrawn

	R4-114325
	Approval
	TP for TR ab.cde (APAC700): APAC700 co-existence with 3GPP legacy bands
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Huawei MCL should be discussed before.

KDDI: requests Ericsson/STE to provide duplex data. Do we need to be consistent between TDD and FDD done in same band?

Motorola solutions: Should also consider co-location (deployment) and not co-existence in 3GPP. 

Ericsson: country should decide on either to consider TDD or FDD. should add sentence.

Qualcomm: has a concern with -40 dBm . 
NII: has concern in other MCL.
Status: Revised in 4802
	R4-114802
	Approval
	TP for TR ab.cde (APAC700): APAC700 co-existence with 3GPP legacy bands
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: approved

	R4-114488
	Discussion
	Co-existence with TV broadcasting
	Huawei


DCM: do we discuss TV in this meeting?

Qualcomm: work done in other group. So it is early to reach conclusion.

Status: Noted

	R4-114049
	Information
	Some Deterministic Studies information of 700M in AWG
	ZTE


Status: Noted 
	R4-114050
	Discussion
	Filters Configuration and Band Partition on APT700MHz
	ZTE


???: does UE has to support multi sub-bands. 

Ericsson: all UEs should support the entire band.

Status: Noted

9.8.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_APAC700-Core]

9.8.2
UE (core) 
[LTE_APAC700-Core]

9.8.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance) 
[LTE_APAC700-Core]

9.8.4
RRM requirements
[LTE_APAC700-Core]

9.8.5
Demodulation performance
[LTE_APAC700-Perf]

10
Study items

10.1
Study on Extending 850 MHz*3
[FS_e850]

	R4-114382
	Approval
	TR 37.806 v1.1.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


NII: Editorial comment, some Text is red.

Status: approved

10.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies

	R4-114065
	Approval
	TP for TR 37.806: E850 Coexistence Scenarios
	NII


Status: Revised in 4707

	R4-114707
	Approval
	TP for TR 37.806: E850 Coexistence Scenarios
	NII


Status: approved

	R4-114326
	Discussion
	Lower E850 co-existence
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: withdrawn
10.1.2
UE (core) 

10.1.3
BS RF requirements (core / conformance)

10.2
UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band and coexistence with 850 MHz*3
	R4-114570
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4#59AH (9.2.2 Study on UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band (Japan, Korea))
	Chair


Status: approved

10.2.1
Interference analysis between 800~900 MHz bands*3
[FS_B800_B900_Interf_LTE]

	R4-114100
	Approval
	Way forward for coexistence issue between band 5 and  Public Safety band 
	LG Uplus,SK Telecom


KT: Was present in the meeting where this information was discussed but was never informed of these values.


( value need to ne confirmed.

Qualcomm: - we are studying public safety co-existence for band 26 and this related.


- For public safety in general we need to have some analysis.

LGplus: agrees with QC.
Motorola solution: not aware of these values being discussed.

Ericsson: this paper only talks about band 5. agreement was to not change band 5.

Status: Noted

	R4-114101
	Approval
	Way forward for the Study Item on Interference analysis between 800~900 MHz bands
	LG Uplus,SK Telecom


Status: Noted

	R4-114240
	Discussion
	900 MHz coexistence
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-113999
	Approval
	Corrections on proposal for E-UTRA/UTRA UE-UE co-existence spurious emission level between Band 5 and Band 8 in Korea
	KT


LG plus:  - one of the environment where the distance is less than 1m is subway.
Status: Noted

10.2.2
Study on UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band (Japan, Korea) *3
[FS_UTRA_LTE_900MHz]

	R4-114328
	Discussion
	KCC requirements applicability
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


KT: There was a debate between Many operators either to have co-existence or should we apply collocations requirements. In Most of the cases the BSs are located within 2m, it was decided to make the measurements with antennas within 2m.

KT: Can not apply these co-existence in the Korean case.

NTT Docomo: is the intention is to introduce co-location requirements into the spec ?
KT: This is for the Korean case only 

LGplus: Korean regulation it is not defining co-location and co-existence cases. 

Status: Noted
	R4-114002
	Discussion
	TP for Study of Korean regulation for 900 MHz band
	KT


LG plus: In the last page of the document, it states: “Interference issue between LG U+ UE and Public Safety TRS will be handled in E850”. This issue is different from E850.

KT: does not see what the difference is.
Status: Noted
	R4-113986
	Approval
	TP on E-UTRA UE related Issues to the UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band SI TR
	SOFTBANK MOBILE


KT: phase 1 allocation in Japan is 5MHz and phase 2 is 10 MHz. is the requirement in Japan is to have 15 MHz for one operator ?

Softbank: There is no clear allocation for the moment. It could be one or several operators. It is possible to allocate to one 

Ericsson: the sentences “Further study and conclusion are expected in the forthcoming WI period.” and “So far no technical evaluation has been done for this scheme but further study and conclusion are expected in the forthcoming WI period.” should not be included in the report.
Softbank: If the TR is to be closed in the next plenary, then this sentence is correct as we are not able to conclude.

Status: approved

	R4-114000
	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


Status: noted

	R4-114067
	Approval
	TP for 900 MHz band SI TR: Study of UTRA UE specific issues
	eAccess


Qualcomm: - The case considered is not the worst case as it is stated in the document.

- the value in the second last sentence (i.e. “Therefore, it can be concluded that the limitation of spurious emission of 800 MHz DL bands for Band VIII UE can be defined as -40 dBm/1MHz for a single uplink.”) of the document should be changed to -37dBm/MHz. 

eAccess: this document summarizes the results from Qualcomm and NTT Docomo, thus believes these results are correct.
NTT Docomo: we need to clarify during this meeting if -37dBm/MHz is feasible or not and we need to wait for this to be confirmed.

Status: revised to 4716
	R4-114716
	Approval
	TP for 900 MHz band SI TR: Study of UTRA UE specific issues
	eAccess


Status: approved
	R4-114195
	Approval
	TP to the UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band TR about co-existence between Band 5/19 BS and Band 8 BS
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Approved

	R4-114068
	Approval
	TP for 900 MHz band SI TR: Definition of a new UMTS band for Japanese 900 MHz band
	eAccess


Status: approved
	R4-114196
	Approval
	Japanese operators preference about possible options on 900 MHz band in Japan
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess, SBM, KDDI


No comment on the UMTS proposal

( reasonable way forward.

On LTE proposal:

concerns from some companies on the LTE proposal.
Ad-hoc session to take place to address these issues.

Status: Noted

	R4-114102
	Discussion
	Opinion on Harmonization between Korea and Japan
	LG Uplus,SK Telecom


Status: Noted
	R4-114194
	Approval
	TP on 900 MHz band specific issues to the UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band SI TR
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: approved
	R4-114327
	Discussion
	Option analysis for 900MHz in Japan and Korea
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-114197
	Approval
	TR (v1.0.0) of UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band SI
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: approved
	R4-114198
	Information
	New Work item proposal for 900MHz UMTS/LTE operation
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-114803
	Approval
	way forward on UMTS/LTE in 900 MHz band SI
	NTT Docomo


Status: approved

10.3
Study on Signalling and procedure for interference avoidance for in-device coexistence
[FS_SPIA_IDC]

10.4
Further Enhancements to LTE TDD for DL-UL Interference Management and Traffic Adaptation


[FS_LTE_TDD_eIMTA]

	R4-114534
	Discussion
	Scenarios consideration for system simulation interference analysis for LTE TDD eIMTA
	Samsung


ALU: Are you proposing to exclude heterogeneous networks? -> Ans.: Suggesting prioritization but not preclude heterogeneous ones.

NSN: Scenario selection would depend on the operators demand and premature to preclude / de-prioritize several scenarios. Synchronization with femto cells would be a big issue.

Huawei: In Prop. 3, is the scenario an example or just for the study? -> Ans.: The intention of the proposal is to narrow down the number of scenario to be studied in this study.  

CATT: There is a remaining scenario which should be studied.

Ericsson: Opt.1, Only considering the same UL/DL configuration? -> Ans. Yes.

Ericsson: Co-channel scenario only? -> Ans.: Yes.

Status: Noted

	R4-114051
	Discussion
	Different deployment scenarios for co-existence study for TDD-LTE
	ZTE


CATT: For Prop.1, just focusing on the frames which have different direction, we don't need to define them in our simulation.

ZTE: In our configuration, UL and DL allocation is even (50%) to 50%) intentionally. We note that asynchronous nature would impact the performance.

Huawei: In RAN4, we usually use snapshot (Monte Carlo) simulation.

ZTE: In Prop 1 in our proposal, we will also use Monte Carlo simulation.

Samsung: Synchronization nature should be clarified.

ALU: For the timing offset, do you expect any better off scenario or vice versa because of this condition?

Status: Noted

	R4-114130
	Approval
	Proposal on feasible scenarios and assumptions for co-existence study of LTE TDD eIMTA
	CATT, CMCC


ZTE: UL TPC method in this tdoc seems different algorithm form the RAN4 method in the past. -> Ans. We have used the method in ESSS (?) already.

Ericsson: For Prop. 1, The list of the scenario in the higher priority would be narrowed down. The assumption for the simulations should be discussed further (prop. conditions as well).

Huawei: For scenarios being proposed, we need to narrow them down. Would indoor pico-femto scenario need to be studied? Propagation conditions would need to be discussed further as suggested by Ericsson. In RAN1 they discussed some of them but in RAN4, for indoor case especially, we should consider simplified prop. conditions in general.

NSN: We need to discuss some of the scenarios (BS-BS etc.)

ALU: We also support to narrow down the scenarios. The more information or analysis on 'not workable scenario' in the table would be necessary. Implication of the check marks in the tables would need to be reviewed carefully.

CATT: RAN1 has their simulation assumptions in 36.814 and could be utilized in RAN4. The pico-to indoor femto case, we may consider to study under pico to outdoor femto case. For the prop. conditions, we would like to establish adhoc discussions during the coffee breaks. We have studied both deterministic and Monte-Carlo simulation but we are open to discuss which methods to be used in our future study at the moment. 

Status: Noted

	R4-114336
	Discussion
	Scenarios and simulation assumptions for co-existence study of TDD with different UL/DL configurations
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Huawei: For the Macro to macro scenario in a homogeneous network, it seems out of scope of the study and would be a regular TDD scenario. Synchronization issue (as to the ZTE contribution), it would introduce time domain aspect into the Monte Carlo simulation. For the simulation configuration, 3 antenna configuration is being proposed meanwhile in RAN4 so far, 2 antenna configuration is our configuration. For the homogeneous scenario, this could be studied under heterogeneous scenario.

Ericsson: Macro to macro is the adjacent channel case. For the synchronization issue, the study is for enhancement of TDD and it would be a part of the study. We can discuss the priority aspect though. For the number of antenna, we are open to discuss. The last argument would depend on the definition of 'heterogeneous network'. 

ZTE: Prop.1, we agree with. Prop.2, we are open to discuss but it would not be in the first priority. We should consider the operators view as well.

ALU: Macro to macro, we haven't studied co-existent scenario yet (in the adjacent channel interference context) and in case the study turns out that there is an impact, we may take into account the scenario.

Status: Noted

	R4-114338
	Discussion
	Traffic model and user distribution for co-existence study of TDD with different UL/DL configurations
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-114063
	Discussion
	TDD DL-UL Reconfiguration Study Item
	Alcatel-Lucent


CATT: For the deterministic calculation, BS-BS and MS-MS would have a different aspect which we need to discuss further, considering the position of BSs or output power of the BSs.

ALU: For the UE-UE case, we tend to agree with the comment from CATT.

NSN: The metrics supported in the tdoc is slightly different from the ones in CATT's tdoc.

ALU: The deterministic case, we supposed they are in aligned.

NSN: The acceptable received interference -7dB below the noise floor and CATT does, but dynamic range (averaging the power) seems different. 

CATT: We have provided our study results based on the -7dB with dynamic range but it is align with ALU's assumption.

Status: Noted

	R4-114128
	Discussion
	Interference analysis on Pico scenarios for LTE TDD eIMTA
	CATT


ALU: The second bullet in the conclusion from these results seems rather impractical considering the separation.

Status: noted

	R4-114337
	Discussion
	Initial coexistence analysis of TDD cells with different UL/DL configurations
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


NSN: How do you model the propagation conditions between BS-BS, MS-MS scenario? -> Ans. BS-BS, we used relay condition except Non LOS. UE-UE, we need to check.

ZTE: Why "Macro-macro, UE-UE is acceptable' which is different from CATT one? Because of the different simulation conditions assumed? -> Ans.: We believe these two are in line.

Status: Noted

	R4-114129
	Discussion
	Analysis on UE-UE interference for LTE TDD eIMTA
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-114809
	Approval
	WF for co-existence study of TDD eIMTA
	CATT


Status: e-mail approval
10.5
Study on HetNet mobility enhancements for LTE
[FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE]

10.6
Study on Measurement of Radiated Performance for MIMO and multi-antenna reception for HSPA and LTE terminals
[FS_HSPA_LTE_measRP_MIMO_multi-antenna]

	R4-114738
	Approval
	MIMO OTA ad hoc meeting notes
	Azimuth Systems


Status: Approved
	R4-114087
	Discussion
	Proposed format of LTE MIMO OTA round robin data
	Intel Corporation


Text proposal in this document is agreed (document itself is officially noted as it is for discussion)
Status: Noted

	R4-114733
	Approval
	LME OTA AdHoc Meeting report
	CATR


Status: Approved

	R4-114589
	Approval
	Agreed documents in R4 MOMO-OTA-AH
	Chair


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-114099
	Discussion
	Discussion about two-stage method
	Nokia Corporation


Status: Noted

	R4-114634
	Information
	Explanation of two-stage method power calibration
	Agilent Technologies


Status: Noted

	R4-114188
	Information
	LTE MIMO OTA test results and analysis
	Agilent Technologies, TMC


Status: Noted

	R4-114541
	Discussion
	Status of Measurement Campaign for MIMO OTA
	Vodafone Group


Status: Noted

	R4-114606
	Discussion
	Additional LTE round robin test results
	Azimuth Systems


Status: revised in 4669

	R4-114669
	Discussion
	Additional LTE round robin test results
	Azimuth Systems


Status: Noted

	R4-114668
	Information
	LTE MIMO OTA test results in three different methods
	CATR


Status: Noted

	R4-114178
	Discussion
	LTE Round Robin Test Result (Pool 1 and 2 DUTs)
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted

	R4-114651
	Discussion
	Effect of host laptop on device performance.
	Azimuth Systems


Status: noted

	R4-114052
	Discussion
	Test plan for MIMO OTA testing using two channels
	Rohde & Schwarz


Status: Noted

	R4-114599
	Discussion
	Channel Model Polarization, Power Normalization, and Correlation
	Spirent Communications, SATIMO, Elektrobit


Status: Noted

	R4-114189
	Information
	LTE throughput stability dependencies on the initial states of different channel model implementations
	Agilent Technologies


Status: Noted

	R4-114241
	Discussion
	Active antenna patterns in two-stage methods
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted

	R4-114654
	Information
	Simplified SCME test method
	Motorola Mobility


Status: Noted

	R4-114653
	Information
	MIMO OTA Reference Antennas
	Motorola Mobility


Status: Noted

	R4-114179
	Approval
	Operator requirements for the MIMO OTA testing
	NTT DOCOMO, Orange


Status: revised in 4830

	R4-114830
	Approval
	Operator requirements for the MIMO OTA testing
	NTT DOCOMO, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone, Sprint


Status: Noted

	R4-114180
	Approval
	Update the objective of the MIMO OTA Study Item
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted

	R4-114191
	Discussion
	Analysis of measurement campaign results
	Agilent Technologies


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114190
	Information
	Active Antenna Pattern Measurement Sensitivity Experiment and Analysis
	Agilent Technologies, TMC


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-114724
	Approval
	TP for defining the format of LTE MIMO OTA round robin data
	Intel Corporation


Status: not handled

	R4-114783
	Discussion
	Analysis of Initial States of Different Channel Model Implementations
	Elektrobit, Spirent Communications, Satimo


Status: not handled
10.7
Inclusion of RF Pattern Matching as a positioning method in the E-UTRAN


[FS_LCS_LTE_RFPMT]

	R4-113955
	Approval
	TR 36.809 at the end of the eMeeting#2011
	Polaris Wireless


Ericsson: We would like to discuss separate TPs first. We need to agree on the simulation assumption first.

Huawei: We have a similar simulation paper and should take into account OTD-OA nature together.

Poralis: Section 7 will be removed according to the comment from Ericsson.

Ericsson: We have few more technical concerns on the document. We propose to discuss rather high level scenario first before elaborating the TPs for the TR. 

Status: revised in 4785

	R4-114785
	Approval
	TR 36.809 v0.4.0 at the end of the eMeeting#2011
	Polaris Wireless


Status: Noted

	R4-114510
	Discussion
	Discussion on RF pattern matching for positioning
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted

	R4-114775
	Approval
	Way forward on RFPM simulation assumption 
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Polaris Wireless


LGE: What is the expected impact for rel-9 or 10 location related requirements?

Huawei: It will be introduced into rel-11. It will not impact any existing functions.

Ericsson: We have technical questions and scenario for the simulation, eg. inter-RAT case should be discussed first.

Huawei: The simulation would use the existing measurement method. Inter RAT case, we will simulate LTE case first and then go to inter-RAT case next.

Ericsson: Do we assume any physical implementation? -> Ans.: We would need further discussion in offline in that regards.

Status: Revised in 4839

	R4-114839
	Approval
	Way forward on RFPM simulation assumption
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Polaris wireless


Status: e-mail approval

	R4-113956
	Approval
	Additional results for RFPM LTE simulations in TR 36.809
	Polaris Wireless


Status: Withdrawn

10.8
Study on UE Application Layer Data Throughput Performance
[FS_UE_App_Data_Perf]

10.9
Study on RAN improvements for Machine-Type Communications
[FS_NIMTC_RAN]

11
Session review

12
Liaison and output to other groups

	R4-114719
	LS out
	DRAFT LS on Ongoing standardisation work in 3GPP on harmonised frequency arrangements for the band 698-806 MHz
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Motorola mobility: not clear what is the message in the LS. Why are we referring the TV scenario?


( Suggests to remove the sentence: “Other important issues that have been identified include coexistence with TV and PPDR systems, handling of regional frequency arrangements and implementation issues for the terminal such as reference sensitivity and duplexer performance. In addition a first draft of the WI technical report has been generated.”

KDDI: AWG does not study co-existence issue.

Status: Email review

	R4-114719
	LS out
	 
	LTE_APAC700
	DRAFT LS on Ongoing standardisation work in 3GPP on harmonised frequency arrangements for the band 698-806 MHz
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


LS for endorsement by RAN4. LS will be sent by RAN.

Status: Email review
	R4-114329
	LS out
	Draft LS: LS Out  to GERAN on new operating bands
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Chair: Why do we need to send an LS to GERAN about this?

Ericsson: For GERAN to be aware of these bands and so that GERAN provides protection of RAN bands.

Status: Approved

	R4-114740
	LS out
	Response LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Renesas


Email approval

Status: Revised in 4843

	R4-114843
	LS out
	Response LS on timing advance calculation using time difference measurement
	Renesas


Status: Email approval

	R4-114778
	LS out
	LS to ECC PT1 on Status of the UMTS-LTE 3500 MHz Work
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Chair: the LS is to be revised to capture the latest agreement based on the “working agreement” decided on this WI.

Status: e-mail approval
	R4-114779
	LS out
	LS to GERAN on CRs for MSR specifications
	Ericsson


Status: Approved

	R4-114780
	LS out
	LS to GERAN on Status of the MSR-NC work item
	Ericsson


Status: Approved

13
Revision of the Work Plan

	R4-114001
	Discussion
	Proposal for Carrier Aggregation for Band 1 and Band 3
	KT


Status: Revised in 4718

	R4-114718
	Discussion
	Proposal for Carrier Aggregation for Band 1 and Band 3
	KT


Status: Noted

	R4-114598
	Discussion
	Draft WID for Intra-band, Non-contiguous CA for Band 25
	Sprint


NSN: what is the correct completion date ? The document mentions 2010 !!!

Sprint: will be correct before submission to RAN

QC: is this going to be in the prioritization process ?

Deutsche Telekom: NC-4C-HSDAPA is part of the prioritization. Thus this should be also in the prioritization process.

Nokia: we approved CA enhancement including NC. The framework should be done first as part of the release 11.

Status: Noted

	R4-113948
	Discussion
	LTE inter-band Carrier Aggregation (Band 4 + Band 7)
	Rogers Wireless


Nokia: Missing what are the carrier band combinations you expect this WI to contain.
Rogers: Not sure yet. Still need to be discussed.

Status: Noted

	R4-113954
	Discussion
	LTE-Advanced CA of Band 1 and Band 7
	China Telecommunications


CMCC: band 7 has not being released for CA. No problem for Europe but this is not allowed in China. 

China telecom:  this is for Europe.

TeliaSonera: this is 3 cc so this is allowed in Rel-11.

Nokia: intra and inter is allowed in frame work.

Status: Revised in 4650 
	R4-114650
	Discussion
	LTE-Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band 1 and Band 7
	China Telecommunications


Status: Revise din 4782

	R4-114782
	Discussion
	LTE-Advanced CA of Band 1 and Band 7
	China Telecommunications


Nokia: it mentions BW of 40 MHz for UTRA. We have channel bandwidths up to 20MHz currently in the specification.
CMCC: band 7 CA may not apply in china.

Status: Noted

	R4-114164
	Discussion
	LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 7 
	China Unicom


Status: Revised in 4708

	R4-114708
	Discussion
	LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 7 
	China Unicom


TeliaSonera: - one of the objectives in the WI is NC for band 7. is this some thing that you consider for this WI?

- co-existence with band 33 is missing in the WI.

Status: Revised in 4729
	R4-114729
	Discussion
	LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation in Band 7
	China Unicom


Status: e-mail review
	R4-114522
	Discussion
	Considerations on carrier aggregation in Band 7 
	China Unicom


Status: withdrawn
	R4-113990
	Discussion
	New study item proposal: RF Requirement for Multi-Mode UE Type(TDD-LTE and LCR TDD)
	CATR


Status: noted
	R4-114494
	Discussion
	RF requirements for Multi-band MSR BS station
	Huawei


Status: Email review
	R4-114493
	Information
	New WID for Multi-band and Multi-standard radio (MB-MSR) Base Station
	Huawei


Status: Email review
	R4-114492
	Information
	Study Item Description of AAS BS station
	Huawei


Status: Email review
14
Future meetings

15
Any other business

	R4-114772
	Information
	General guide line of CR handling in RAN or RAN4
	Chair, MCC


Status: e-mail review

16
Close of the meeting
(No later than Friday, 5 p.m.)
Meeting was closed on Friday at 17h00.
Sentences of the week (Un-formal):

Delegate: Comparing the various derivations is a bit like comparing solutions to the Rubik’s Cube puzzle: it is difficult to grasp without having done the work yourself, and then, the only people interested are those who have also solved the problem. In the end, all the solutions work; most people won’t care how they work.

Delegate (Qualcomm): Do we want to make sheeting official/possible?

