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Opening of the meeting

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 

R4-126077
Meeting Agenda





Source: WG Chairman

Abstract: 

Meeting Agenda for approval

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



3.
Letters / reports from other groups / meetings 

R4-126078
RAN4-64Bis Meeting report





Source: ETSI Secretariat

Abstract: 

RAN4-64Bis Meeting Report for approval

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved

R4-126776
Reply LS on UE measurements in support of the two-stage MIMO OTA test method (R2-125156 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG5,TSG RAN WG1)





Source: TSG RAN WG2

Contact company: Nokia. Agenda 6.21. RAN2 does not define testing related procedures. RAN4 to take information into account.
Discussion:



Agilent: TS 34.109 for UMTS is under RAN2 control and TS 36.509 for E-UTRA is under RAN5 control. RAN5 will work with the spec they are responsible for and RAN2 stamp those agreements. Practically this is RAN5 issue.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126778
Reply LS on UE measurements in support of the two-stage MIMO OTA test method (R1-124665 Source: TSG RAN WG1 [Nokia Corporation], To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG5)





Source: TSG RAN WG1 [Nokia Corporation]

Contact company: Nokia. Agenda 6.21. RAN1 is not able to conclude on the feasibility and provide the needed appropriate measurement specification support in Rel-11 timeframe. RAN4 to take information into account.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126786
Reply LS on UE measurements in support of the two-stage MIMO OTA test method (R5-125709 Source: TSG RAN WG5, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN1,  TSG RAN WG2,)





Source: TSG RAN WG5
Contact company: Agilent. Agenda 6.21. No actions to RAN4, for information only.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126777
LS on MIB detection in feICIC (R1-124666 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )





Source: TSG RAN WG1

Contact company: Qualcomm. Agenda 6.15. No consensus to confirm the Working Assumption. RAN1 assumes subframe shifting and/or SFN offsets as valid deployment options. RAN4 to take information into account.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126779
LS on LTE Rel-11 UE capability list (R1-124593 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN,TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)





Source: TSG RAN WG1

Contact company: NTT DOCOMO. Agenda 6. As Cc, no actions to RAN4.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126785
Release 11 Feature Lists – Testing and Certification Aspects (R5-125691 Source: TSG RAN WG5, To: TSG RAN1,TSG RAN WG2, TSG RAN WG4)





Source: TSG RAN WG5
Contact company: NTT DOCOMO. Agenda 6. RAN5 asks RAN1, RAN2 & RAN4 to consider the implications of making features mandatory, as well as include the extra RAN5 related column.
Discussion:



Chair: Let’s continue the work with Rel-11 WIs. We can discuss further offline but no need to send LS this week. New column can be added in RAN plenary.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126780
PARAMETERS FOR LTE-ADVANCED AND WIRELESSMAN ADVANCED FOR USE IN SHARING STUDIES (091Rev1e_done_3GPP-IEEE. Source: ITU- Working Party 5D, To: , Cc: )





Source: ITU- Working Party 5D

Contact company: ITU. Agenda 11. Ask RAN4 feedback for IMT system parameters. Draft response LS in R4-126765 .
Discussion:



Chairman: LS shall be sent first to RAN who will discuss/approve/send to ITU-WP 5D.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126781
TECHNICAL AND OPERATIONAL ASPECTS OF PASSIVE AND ACTIVE BASE STATION ANTENNAS FOR IMT SYSTEMS (056Rev1e_done_EOs. Source: ITU - Working Party 5D, To: , Cc: )





Source: ITU - Working Party 5D

Contact company: ITU. Agenda 11. Ask information on activities related to BS passive and active antenna systems. Deadline for input contributions is 3rd July 2013.
Discussion:



Chairman asked volunteers to provide feedback to ITU-WP 5D.
Huawei: This is related to AAS study. Wev can draft response LS in following meetings when the AAS SI is completed.

Ericsson supported the proposal.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126787
Liaison Statement to 3GPP RAN4 on ACS values for different types of base stations in the 3.4-3.8 GHz band (ECC PT1(12)093, Source: CEPT ECC PT1, To: 3GPP RAN4, Cc: ETSI TFES, ETSI ERM)







Contact company: ANFR/DPSAI. Agenda 11. ECC PT1 asks RAN4 to confirm the validity for the conversion formula they have used for LTE BS ACS within BEM work. Feedback is requested by the end of November 2012.
Discussion:


Chairman asked volunteers to provide feedback to ECC PT1 this week.
Ericsson: Yhere seesm to be misunderstanding for the scale of interfering signals. We will draft response LS this week.

NSN: There is some inconsistency and we need to advive PT1 with the LS.

Alcatel-Lucent: Formula in Word doc is not the one used in excel.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126901
LS on Uplink Positioning Parameters (R3-122373 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG2)





Source: TSG RAN WG3
Discussion:



Decision: 

Widthdrwn 
4.
Essential corrections for earlier releases (up to release-10) 

4.1
UTRA essential corrections 
R4-126221
Addition of Annexes A.6.4.1.2 and A.6.4.2.2 considering CS+PS RAB combination parameters for  â€œTransport format combination selection in UEâ€� requirement.





25.133
  CR-1225  (Rel-10) v..





Source: AT&T, 7 Layers

Abstract: 

Addition of Annexes A.6.4.1.2 and A.6.4.2.2 in order to consider requirement parameters for  ÔÇ£Transport format combination selection in UEÔÇØ  in case of CS+PS RB combination ÔÇ£Interactive or Background, PS, UL: 64 kbps + Conversational / speech, CS, U

Discussion:



Renesas: this is testing rel-99 performance @64k, which is not current focus.


ATT: there is a need to test both CS and PS in Japan.

Renesas: on the following parameters:

During time period T1:

The system simulator shall ensure that the UE output power is commanded to be between 14 to 15 dB below the UE Maximum allowed UL TX power.

Not clear 14 to 15 dB is sufficient.


ATT: will come back to review the proposal.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126825



R4-126825
Addition of Annexes A.6.4.1.2 and A.6.4.2.2 considering CS+PS RAB combination parameters for  â€œTransport format combination selection in UEâ€� requirement.





25.133
  CR-1225  (Rel-10) v..





Source: AT&T, 7 Layers

Abstract: 

Addition of Annexes A.6.4.1.2 and A.6.4.2.2 in order to consider requirement parameters for  ÔÇ£Transport format combination selection in UEÔÇØ  in case of CS+PS RB combination ÔÇ£Interactive or Background, PS, UL: 64 kbps + Conversational / speech, CS, U

Discussion:


Renesas: there is a TBD of CR# and spec version in the cover sheet
Decision:
Revised to R4-126932



R4-126932
Addition of Annexes A.6.4.1.2 and A.6.4.2.2 considering CS+PS RAB combination parameters for  â€œTransport format combination selection in UEâ€� requirement.





25.133
  CR-1225  (Rel-10) v..





Source: AT&T, 7 Layers

Abstract: 

Addition of Annexes A.6.4.1.2 and A.6.4.2.2 in order to consider requirement parameters for  ÔÇ£Transport format combination selection in UEÔÇØ  in case of CS+PS RB combination ÔÇ£Interactive or Background, PS, UL: 64 kbps + Conversational / speech, CS, U

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126956
Addition of Annexes A.6.4.1.2 and A.6.4.2.2 considering CS+PS RAB combination parameters for  â€œTransport format combination selection in UEâ€� requirement.





25.133
  CR-xxxx  (Rel-11) v..





Source: AT&T, 7 Layers

Abstract: 

Decision:
Agreed

4.1.1
UE RF (core / EMC) 
P-MPR for HSPA
R4-126293
P-MPR definition and applicability for HSPA





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper discusses the definition and applicability of P-MPR for HSPA.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126503
P-MPR for HSPA â€“ applicability, proposed definition





Source: InterDigital, Deutche Telekom

Abstract: 

In this contribution we are discussing the P-MPR definition for HSPA reiterating some of the key factors to consider for the P-MPR definition, and finally making a text proposal.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


Chairman summary:
Views on proposal 1:
· Ericsson, ST-Ericsson: Limit the P-MPR only to proximity detection
· InterDigital, Deutche Telekom: P-MPR is allowed for both proximity detection and simultaneous transmissions on multiple RAT(s) for scenarios not in the scope of 3GPP RAN specifications
Views on proposal 2:
· Ericsson, ST-Ericsson: Range of P-MPR for HSPA is not specified in 3GPP RAN as same as LTE
· InterDigital, Deutche Telekom. Discuss the proposed specification changes in R4-126505 since the known range of P-MPR is significant
InterDigital: We discussed this in the last meeting. We agree with the range proposal 2 but we discuss changes further in 6505. We would like to get feedback on definitions.
Telecom Italia: HSPA UEs are already in the market. Redusctions is not applied for all use cases. Reductions should apply only for the real application cases, like tablets. We support signalling changes.
Nokia: Ericssos state no need for P-MPR for multi RAT cases. We can also have dual active UEs in HSPA together with WLAN. Multi-RAT is as important as in LTE side. It is not always clear what is smart phone and what is tablet.
Telecom Italia: The difference between smartphone and tablet is already needed for the application of OTA requirements where there are different requirements according to the device type.
Nokia: OTA reqs are RAN5 requirements so 0 dB P-MPR.

Vodafone: We should limit the applicability of P-MPR as much as possible. We don’r see the need for multi-RAT support.
Ericsson: Under real deployment scenarios there may be implications if we don’t limit scenarios.
InterDigital: 
We can not limit to certain type of devices only.
Qualcomm:  The same definition as for LTE is our preference.


Chair: Continue discussions offline in order to send LS out this week.

R4-126505
P-MPR for HSPA â€“ specifications impact text proposals





Source: InterDigital

Abstract: 

In this contributionwe present a set of proposals for the P-MPR introduction for HSPA along with the specifications impact.

Propose changes to 25.101, 25.133, 25.331 and 25.215
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126506
[draft] LS on P-PMR adoption impact on specifications





Source: InterDigital

Abstract: 

[draft] LS on HSPA P-PMR adoption impact on specifications.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
DC-HSUPA with 16QAM
R4-126700
Further analysis on CM and MPR for DC-HSUPA with 16QAM





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It Provides further CM/MPR analysis for DC with 16QAM.
Discussion:



Ericsson: 
This contributions has different results compared to last meeting related to raw CM. PA efficiency need to be discussed further, if LTE PA was assumed.
Qualcomm: We had errors in the last meeting which are corrected in this meeting. We limit this approach only to 16QAM. We don’t think that high efficiency Pas are only “paper” PAs.
Ericsson: We don’t want to avoid high efficiency PAs in the future but we are not ready to discuss now.

Qualcomm: We are seriously considering the use of higher efficiency PAs. What is the expected time line Ericsson propose.

Ericsson need to discuss internally, definitely not in this meeting. maybe in the next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted
Pcmax and MOP

R4-126403
Relation between Pcmax tolerance and MOP relaxation





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Pcmax tolerance for operating bands whose MOP lower tolerances are relaxed was revisited in the RAN4#64bis.  In this contribution, first, relation between Pcmax tolerance and its fundamental principle is dicussed. Then, how to combine MOP lower tolerance

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn
PHS protection from Band 1
R4-126230
Requirements fior Lower Band 1 Usage in Japan





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Lower Band 1 Usage in Japan will be clarified.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126231
Requirements fior Lower Band 1 Usage in Japan





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Lower Band 1 Usage in Japan will be clarified.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.


R4-126381
PHS protection from LTE Band 1





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Further measurement results and RB configuraion to protect PHS will be provided.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn
4.1.2
BS and Repeater RF (core / conformance / EMC)  

Repeater Band III & X
R4-126180
The special cases for protection of UTRA Band III and Band X in co-existence and co-location with UTRA Repeaters





25.106
  CR-98  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify either the co-existence and co-location of a Band IX UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band III, or the co-existence and co-location of a Band IV UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band X, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126181
The special cases for protection of UTRA Band III and Band X in co-existence and co-location with UTRA Repeaters





25.143
  CR-116  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify either the co-existence and co-location of a Band IX UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band III, or the co-existence and co-location of a Band IV UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band X, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126184
The special cases for protection of UTRA Band III and Band X in co-existence and co-location with UTRA Repeaters





25.106
  CR-100  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify either the co-existence and co-location of a Band IX UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band III, or the co-existence and co-location of a Band IV UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band X, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed without the presentation



R4-126185
The special cases for protection of UTRA Band III and Band X in co-existence and co-location with UTRA Repeaters





25.143
  CR-118  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify either the co-existence and co-location of a Band IX UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band III, or the co-existence and co-location of a Band IV UTRA Repeater in UTRA Band X, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed without the presentation
Repeater Band d) & 43
R4-126182
UTRA FDD Repeater co-existence and co-location with UTRA-TDD and/or E-UTRA TDD Systems: the special case of protection of UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43





25.106
  CR-99  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

The protection of both UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43 are better outlined considering the case of co-existence and co-location with UTRA FDD Repeaters operating respectively in UTRA Band VII and Band XXII.
Discussion:



Ericsson: We discussed this in the last meeting. Some more rdiscussions are needed for the next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126183
UTRA FDD Repeater co-existence and co-location with UTRA-TDD and/or E-UTRA TDD Systems: the special case of protection of UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43





25.143
  CR-117  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

The protection of both UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43 are better outlined considering the case of co-existence and co-location with UTRA FDD Repeaters operating respectively in UTRA Band VII and Band XXII.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126186
UTRA FDD Repeater co-existence and co-location with UTRA-TDD and/or E-UTRA TDD Systems: the special case of protection of UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43





25.106
  CR-101  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

The protection of both UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43 are better outlined considering the case of co-existence and co-location with UTRA FDD Repeaters operating respectively in UTRA Band VII and Band XXII.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126187
UTRA FDD Repeater co-existence and co-location with UTRA-TDD and/or E-UTRA TDD Systems: the special case of protection of UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43





25.143
  CR-119  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

The protection of both UTRA TDD Band d) (or E-UTRA Band 38) and E-UTRA Band 43 are better outlined considering the case of co-existence and co-location with UTRA FDD Repeaters operating respectively in UTRA Band VII and Band XXII.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



4.1.3
RRM (Radio Resource Management)  
Proximity Indication
R4-126214
UTRAN CSG Proximity Indication Requirements (Rel-9)





25.133
  CR-1224  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Telecom Italia

Abstract: 

The purpose of this CR is to introduce the RRM requirements for UTRAN FDD proximity detection.

Discussion:



Nokia need some time to check
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126836



R4-126836
UTRAN CSG Proximity Indication Requirements (Rel-9)





25.133
  CR-1224  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Telecom Italia

Abstract: 

The purpose of this CR is to introduce the RRM requirements for UTRAN FDD proximity detection.

Discussion:




Decision:
Agreed



R4-126552
UTRAN FDD Proximity Indication Test Case (Rel-9)





25.133
  CR-1229  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

The purpose of this CR is to introduce the RRM test case for UTRAN FDD Proximity indication feature.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


Inter-freq search without compressed mode
R4-126463
Measurement performance requirements for configured carriers in multicarrier HSDPA without compressed mode





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

We provide futher considerations on the requirements appropriate for measurements without compressed mode

Proposal 1 : Nfreq=2 carriers is the minimum UE measurement capability. This covers both configured carrier measurements without compressed mode + other UE interfreqency measurements

QC: agreeable.

Proposal 2 : The UE shall be capable of performing CPCIH RSCP measurements for 6 inter-frequency cells per configured carrier frequency


QC: this is tied to measurement period. No need to limit to CPICH RSCP, 6 cells is agreeable.


Renesas: yes, the proposal is generic.

Proposal 3 : A measurement period of Nfreq*480ms is used for measurements of active configured carriers without compressed mode.


QC: Following proposals defines different requirements for activated and de-activated mode. We think one set of minimum requirements for the worst case should be sufficient.


E///: tends to agree with a common requirement, since NodeB information is not available at RNC.


Renesas: if generic requirements are used, glitches would have more impact. RNC processing is not related the UE state or delay. We would want to minimize the impact of glitches. Could reuse the LTE methodlogy. Might need system simulations.
Proposal 4 : A measurement period of Nfreq*1080ms is used for cell identification of deactivated configured carriers without compressed mode.

Proposal 5 : RAN4 considers a measurement period of (1600·Nfreq)ms and a cell identification requirement of (3200·Nfreq)ms as the minimum requirements for measurements of cells on active secondary carriers


E///: the intention is for cell ID?

Proposal 6: HSDPA packet loss of 1.25% for carriers on the same band as the deactivated carrier would be allowed to facilitate UE retuning.


E///: in general agree to sue HSDPA packet loss.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Notes



R4-126704
Open issues in inter frequency search requirements for configured frequencies without compressed mode





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It discusses open issues in inter frequency search requirements for configured frequencies without compressed mode.  - Whether to introduce requirements independent of activation/deactivation status of configured inter frequencies  - Requirements for conf

Proposal 1: Introduce UE search requirements independent of activation/deactivation status of configured inter frequencies. This implies that the UE search requirements will be based on the case of configured/deactivated inter frequencies.

Renesas: need further understanding the useage of measurements for deactivated carrier before concluding on the “generic” requirement approach.
Proposal 2: The proposed new cell identification time requirement is (1.45·Nfreq) s and the measurement period for UE CPICH measurements is (480) ms.

Renesas: for activated carrier, we could agree.
Proposal 3: Introduce glitch requirements of maximum packet loss as 5%.


Renesas: this is 3x more than our proposal. Fundamentally this is due to deactivated carriers.


E///: this 5% loss is based on 480 ms measurement period. We could define generic requirements based on a longer time period.


QC: agreed this is somewhat large because of the retuning and 480ms period. This is also based on the worst case glitch. We need to consider battery consumption impact. We could have further discussion on this.


Renesas: could further study the impact in system level simulations of the packet loss.
Discussion:



WF: work plan for the next few meetings should be clarified. Ericsson to draft a Way Forward
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126798 WF on inter frequency search requirements for configured frequencies without compressed mode
Ericsson

Decision: Agreed
Other corrections
R4-126563
Correction to RRM Measurement Requirements





25.133
  CR-1230  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Correction to update measurement requirements e.g. Number of cells in neighbor cell lists

Discussion:



QC: Core requirement for intra is 8/freq and inter is 4/freq. If we remove this [ ], then inter-rat would have to monitor more freqs. Our preference of # cells/freq + # of req
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126799



R4-126799
Correction to RRM Measurement Requirements





25.133
  CR-1230  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Correction to update measurement requirements e.g. Number of cells in neighbor cell lists

Discussion:




Decision:
Agreed



R4-126565
Correction to RRM Measurement Requirements





25.133
  CR-1231  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Correction to update measurement requirements e.g. Number of cells in neighbor cell lists

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126800



R4-126800
Correction to RRM Measurement Requirements





25.133
  CR-1231  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Correction to update measurement requirements e.g. Number of cells in neighbor cell lists

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed


R4-126954
Correction to RRM Measurement Requirements





25.133
  CR-xxxx  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Correction to update measurement requirements e.g. Number of cells in neighbor cell lists

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed



R4-126955
Correction to RRM Measurement Requirements





25.133
  CR-xxxx  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Correction to update measurement requirements e.g. Number of cells in neighbor cell lists

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed



4.1.4
UE demodulation performance  

4.1.5
BS demodulation performance  
4.2
E-UTRA essential corrections 

4.2.1
UE RF (core / EMC)  

Adjacent UL/DL bands

R4-126423
Adjacent UL/DL bands





Source: Motorola Solutions, ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
Abstract: 

This document consider the case of adjacent UL/DL bands
Discussion:



Orange: Does this imply that restrictions defined so far are not sufficient to protect other band?
Motorola Solutions: This is in line with Report 131 conclusions.

Dish: We support alternative 2. We could clarify there is 0 MHz offset.

Telecom Italia: Introducing the note means 3GPP is not able to fulfil the requirement. Do we want to say this?

Nokia: We would like to send the message to regulators that band arrangements without guard bands are not a good solutions.
Ericsson: We indivate to regulators that guar dabnds are beneficial in these kind of scenarios.

Telecom Italia: Should we send more specifi message to regulator by the form of LS?
Motorola Solutions: This is based on analaysis made by regulatrs themselves. They have made a decision already.

Dish: We support sending LS to regulators as a reference to future bands. Regulators should be aware of challenges without GBs.
Motorola Solutions: This paper is for current situation. Sending LS to regulators is a separate issue.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126756
UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses UE-UE co-existece between bands with small frequency separation

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126758
UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation





36.101
  CR-1506  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Motorola Solutions
Abstract: 

This CR proposes the addition of a note for UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation

Discussion:



Telecom Italia: We want to give a message to regulators. What is the message of this CR. Note should be informative outside the table.
Ericsson: This is to clarify UE to UE co-existence  requirements for bands 7 and 38. This indicate that 0MHz GB may mean challenges. Note must be inside the table as for bands 7 and 38.
Telecom Italia: There is already informative note below the table which is informative.

Motorola Solutions: This is for existing, not new bands. We could discuss an additional note outside the table separately.

CMCC: What is the next action related to this CR?
Motorola Solutions: We can agree CR as is or with additional note.

CMCC: This may have negative impact to operators already having deployments.

Nokia: Current informative note means in certain cases there is a need for guard bands. LS is a separate discussion.
Huawei: This is discussed for last 2 years. We could revise the current informative note outside the table.
Decision: 

Revised in 6840


R4-126840
UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation





36.101
  CR-1506  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Motorola Solutions
Abstract: 

This CR proposes the addition of a note for UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126761
UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation





36.101
  CR-1507  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR proposes the addition of a note for UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126762
UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation





36.101
  CR-1508  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR proposes the addition of a note for UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126763
UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation





36.101
  CR-1509  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR proposes the addition of a note for UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6913
R4-126913
UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation





36.101
  CR-1509  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR proposes the addition of a note for UE-UE coexistence between bands with small frequency separation
Discussion:



There is change bar for the whole table but just note 26 is added.
NII: RAN5 CRs are also impacted.

Ericsson: There qill be corresponding CRs to RAN5.
Decision: 

Agreed
Band 13 Canada

R4-126754
Use of Band 13 in Canada





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper discussed the use of Band 13 in Canada
Discussion:



Qualcomm: This document indicates 5 MHz may not be applicable in band 13.
Verizon: 1 MHz guard band is misleading.
Ericsson: We need A-MPR for 5 MHz to fulfil -57 dBm requirements. 

Qualcomm: All 3GPP companies agreed to requirement without A-MPR.
Motorola Solutions: 3GPP companies agreed to-35 dBm  requirement without A-MPR, not -57 dBm.

Qualcomm: Canadian regulator may agreeregulations based on 3GPP agreements.
Decision: 

Noted

Band 34 protection

R4-126653
Band 1 coexistence with Band34





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

New results for LTE 20 Band 1 coexistence with Band 34 using a new generation efficient PA.
Discussion:


Ericsson: We support observations in this contribution. -50 dBm requirements will result the penalty.

CMCC: Some restrictions may be applied to the edge of the band.
NTT DOCOMO: This is useful analysis but we should have more justification fort the value.

Motorola Solutions: It might be useul to see the trade offs like discussed in new high efficiency PAs.

Fujitsu: Difficult to apply any scheduler restrictions / NS values for this already deployed band. This PA meets the spec. It is perfectly usable.
CMCC: RB restrictions should be reasonable.
Ericsson: We have different means to solve co-existence problems. We would need large RB restrictions in this case to meet -50 dBm requirements.
CMCC: We have also done some analysis and think restrictions are possible.

Ericsson: In some cases we need to make compromise between aggressor and victim.

Qualcomm: This is deployed band today. Why do we discuss meeting requirements?

Ericsson: Band 1 deploys different technologies.

Fujitsu: Has Qualcomm studied new PAs in this area. We are curious to see the results.

Qualcomm: We have looked at this with duplexer response.
Decision: 

Revised in 6841 (to correct one letter for E-UTRA)
R4-126841
Band 1 coexistence with Band34





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

New results for LTE 20 Band 1 coexistence with Band 34 using a new generation efficient PA.
Discussion:


Decision: 

Noted

R4-126349
Handling of Band34 protection limit





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In the RAN4#64bis meeting, two liason statements to ARIB [1] and CCSA [2] were approved. We consider, however, there might be some potential issues even after RAN4 could receive responses from these two external bodies, such as:  1.
Two external bodies mi
Discussion:



Ericsson: Indeed RAN4 could study if -40 dBm is sufficient. May vendors have shown that -50 dBm is challenging. Intention of the LS were let regulators to be aware of the problem. RAN4 can work in parallel.
CMCC: UE had to roam in different countries. We are not sure we can achieve consensus on the 2nd value.

NTT DOCOMO: We propose if RAN4 can accept -40 dBm to be reasonable. RAN4 might not be able to accept that value if we get that response. X and Y does not come from co-existence studies. We can calculate how much protection is needed avoiding penalty in duplexer. If -45 dbm can not avoid any penalty we have to specify -40 dBm. 
CMCC: We do not oppose the study but different UE vendors may have different filters leading to different results.

Motorola Solutions: This document anticipate possible responses. We could wait the response from regulators before starting study.

Ericsson: We can not change RANM4 specification which covers regulatory requirements.

Fujitsu: ARIB discuss how to response. ARIB is not a regulatory body as such. Regulatory body need technical justification and study the potential impact. Companies like us could join in that committee. Some discussions in RAN4 could help regulators.
Qualcomm: LS was presented in CCSA. They are working but we may expect LS from CCSA for Jan RAN4.
Chair: Let’s wait the response from regulators before starting study.
Decision: 

Noted
Inter band CA OOB blocking
R4-126592
Out-of-band blocking for inter-band CA and the test time





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion on the test time for out-of-band blocking requirements for E-UTRA inter-band CA with one UL and DB-DC-HSDPA.
Discussion:


Ericsson: We like to have possibility to consider the largest step size.
NTT DOCOMO: Do you recommend waiting RAN5 decision for the next meeting?

Ericsson: We see no need to test CA with 1 MHz step size.

Nokia: We agree with Ericsson and should wait RAN5 conclusions.

NTT DOCOMO: If RAN5 add many test cases then we can modify the step size. We can keep 1 MHz step size if RAN5 agree only one or few test cases.

R&S: Should we send LS to RAN5 indicating the decision on step size is depending on RAN5 decisions.

Ericsson volunteered to draft the LS.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126368
Out of band blocking for inter band CA





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In the last meeting, a WF on out of band blocking requirement was approved and relevant CRs were agreed. There is, however, still FFS in the specification. In this contribution, we discuss the

Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: We propose to come back to this after Wed.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126372
Out of band blocking for inter band CA





36.101
  CR-1477  (Rel-10) v..





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Out of band blocking requirement for inter band CA was proposed to complete the specification.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126373
Out of band blocking for inter band CA





36.101
  CR-1478  (Rel-11) v..





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Out of band blocking requirement for inter band CA was proposed to complete the specification.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn
Pcmax tolerance
R4-126582
Pcmax for bands with reduced MOP lower tolerance





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Update of Pcmax tolerance to account for operating bands with reduced lower tolerance of the maximum output power. Inter-band CA with one UL is also considered.
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: We disagree with this proposal.
Vodafone: Why to introduce additional relaxation?
Ericsson: We are not proposing relaxation to all cases. For some bands PA is limiting, for some band the filter is limiting. This is a compromise.
Qualcomm: We try to understand the equation. Should this apply only to max output power?

Ericsson: This applies to any Pcmax value. A-MPR reduce the nominal output power.

Return to this in the next meeting
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126585
Modification of Pcmax to account for reduced maximum power tolerance





36.101
  CR-1495  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Modification of Pcmax tolerance to account for operating bands with reduced lower tolerance of the maximum output power. Inter-band CA with one UL is also considered.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126590
Modification of Pcmax to account for reduced maximum power tolerance





36.101
  CR-1496  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Modification of Pcmax tolerance to account for operating bands with reduced lower tolerance for non-CA and inter-band CA with one UL.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdarwn
R4-126164
Correction to PCMAX tolerance





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

PCMAX  tolerance was discussed in RAN4#64bis This contribution further discusses this issue and makes a proposal for 36.101
Discussion:



Motorola Solutions: This requirement was transferred from RRM spec to RF spec. UE should know what the power is. 

Renesas: The tolerance for Pumax is different. We need to relax the tolerance. 
Motorola Solutions: Tolerance should not change.

NTT DOCOMO: Brackets are not right and this is needed also in Rel-10.

Renesas: Brackets are there by error. We also agree change is actually needed also in Rel-10 specs.

Qualcomm: Some more work is needed to specify variable. 

Ericsson: We have different tolerance for different bands. We may need different column depending on region.
Renesas:  We may consider to be future proof but then we may need larger margin. We can work further based on Ericsson CR.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126165
Correction to PCMAX tolerance





36.101
  CR-1460  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

Pcmax lower tolerance is incorrect for the bands whose UE power class tolerance exceeds +-2dB. This CR fixes this issue.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
Band 1 co-existence with PHS

R4-126158
Lower part of B1 usage in Japan





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

The usage of lower part of B1 in Japan with Lower part of B1 with 15MHz and 20MHz BWÔÇÖs was discussed in RAN4#64bis. This paper further considers this issue and makes some proposals in addition to our earlier paper

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.
R4-126402
B1 emission requirements for  protecting PHS in Japan





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

B1/PHS emission requirements for different release are discussed. For Rel-8, 15M/20M BW's requirements can be defined using the proposal in the last  meeting, but the 5M/10M specifications are proposed to be left unchanged. For Rel-9 and onwards, requirem

Discussion:



Decision: 


The document was withdrawn.
R4-126232
Requirements fior Lower Band 1 Usage in Japan





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Lower Band 1 Usage in Japan will be clarified.
Discussion:



Ericsson: We would like to see as few side conditions as possible in specification for RB restrictions. It is not possible to use sounding with large RB restrictions. This has impact on frequency selective scheduling.
KDDI: We understand Ericsson proposal but we should capture how to protect PHS. We should discuss offline and complete the topic in this meeting.

Qualcomm: We need to understand what is the amount of restriction. We should also maximise the spectrum efficiency.
Ericsson: Loaded NW can use frequency selective scheduling.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126233
[Rel-8] Introduction of Lower Band 1 Requirements into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1467  (Rel-8) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce lower Band 1 requirements and delete

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn 
R4-126573
Low-channel Band 1 coexistence with PHS





36.101
  CR-1491  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of UL RB restrictions to facilitate coexistence between Band 1 low-channel operation and PHS

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6784
R4-126784
Low-channel Band 1 coexistence with PHS





36.101
  CR-1491  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of UL RB restrictions to facilitate coexistence between Band 1 low-channel operation and PHS
Discussion:



Qualcomm: This proposal looks like too restrictive. 
Motorola Solutions: We could look restrictions as a separate issue.

Softbank: Disagreement of figures between this and KDDI proposals.

KDDI: Editorial point of view this is OK. We have technical concerns e.g. from spectrum usage point of view. We like to know views from other companies.

Nokia: It depends how complex rules we end up specifying.
Decision: 

Revised 6973
R4-126252
[Rel-9] Introduction of Lower Band 1 Requirements into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1469  (Rel-9) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce lower Band 1 requirements and delete

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126253
[Rel-10] Introduction of Lower Band 1 Requirements into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1470  (Rel-10) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce lower Band 1 requirements and delete

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn

R4-126254
[Rel-11] Introduction of Lower Band 1 Requirements into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1471  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce lower Band 1 requirements and delete

Discussion:

Withdrawn
Decision: 




R4-126404
B1 and PHS coexistence emission requirements for 36.101





36.101
  CR-1481  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

B1 and PHS coexistence emission requirements for  36.101, release 9

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn


R4-126973
Low-channel Band 1 coexistence with PHS





36.101
  CR-1491  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of UL RB restrictions to facilitate coexistence between Band 1 low-channel operation and PHS
Discussion:



Huawei: What do you mean by “only apply to Rel-8”?
Ericsson: It is expected that UE vendors do implement this CR at the earliest pragmatic opportunity There is no such comment for Rel-9 CR.
Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126576
Low-channel Band 1 coexistence with PHS





36.101
  CR-1492  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of UL RB restrictions to facilitate coexistence between Band 1 low-channel operation and PHS

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126578
Low-channel Band 1 coexistence with PHS





36.101
  CR-1493  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of UL RB restrictions to facilitate coexistence between Band 1 low-channel operation and PHS

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126579
Low-channel Band 1 coexistence with PHS





36.101
  CR-1494  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of UL RB restrictions to facilitate coexistence between Band 1 low-channel operation and PHS

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed

4.2.2
BS and Repeater RF (core / conformance / EMC)  

ACLR

R4-126369
Modificaiton on ACLR requirement





36.104
  CR-358  (Rel-10) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Introduce definition ÔÇ£Base Station RF bandwidthÔÇØ  Describe the ACLR requirement using RF bandwith so that the requirement is applicable for inter-band CA BS.
Discussion:



Chair: Is there need for Rel-11 Cat A as proposed text for ACLR is different than in current Rel-11 spec?
CATT: Rel-11 CR is agreed already in last meeting.

Ericsson: We have some editorial comments for the wording.

Alcatel-Lucent: We could just add clarification to mention this applies to “each supported operating band”.

CATT: We should be consistent with Rel-10o and Rel-11 CRs.

Decision: 

Revised in 6842



R4-126380
Modificaiton on ACLR requirement





36.141
  CR-406  (Rel-10) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Describe the ACLR requirement using RF bandwith so that the requirement is applicable for inter-band CA BS.

Discussion:



Chair: Is there need for Rel-11 Cat A as proposed text for ACLR is different than in current Rel-11 spec?
Decision: 

Revised in 6843
R4-126842
Modificaiton on ACLR requirement





36.104
  CR-358  (Rel-10) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Introduce definition ÔÇ£Base Station RF bandwidthÔÇØ  Describe the ACLR requirement using RF bandwith so that the requirement is applicable for inter-band CA BS.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126843
Modificaiton on ACLR requirement





36.141
  CR-406  (Rel-10) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Describe the ACLR requirement using RF bandwith so that the requirement is applicable for inter-band CA BS.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
RF channels for ACLR

R4-126698
Clarification of BS RF channels to be tested for ACLR





36.141
  CR-414  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

The text ÔÇ£with multiple carriers if supportedÔÇØ is proposed to be deleted from RF channels to be tested, since RF channels to be tested is intended for single-carrier tests, while the RF bandwidth position to be tested, covers the multi-carrier case.
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: We should also modify 25.141 correspondingly.
Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126699
Clarification of BS RF channels to be tested for ACLR





36.141
  CR-415  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

The text ÔÇ£with multiple carriers if supportedÔÇØ is proposed to be deleted from RF channels to be tested, since RF channels to be tested is intended for single-carrier tests, while the RF bandwidth position to be tested, covers the multi-carrier case.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed

HeNB 8TX power
R4-126110
CR to add the rated ouput power for 8 Tx antennas





36.141
  CR-396  (Rel-10) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR updates test specification to cover 8 Tx antennas for the rated output power of LA and Home BS. Rel-10
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: Last meeting we agreed to specify power per antenna port do thye modification for LA BS is needed.

Ericsson: In doc list this is Cat A but cover sheet is correct Cat F. We agree we need to align with agreed definition for LA BS in Rel-10. We should not change the LA requirements in Rel-11.
NSN: LA BS should be aligned with latest agreements.
ZTE: We do not clash with DOCOMO CR. In Rel-11 that change is different.
Decision: 

Revised in 6844
R4-126844
CR to add the rated ouput power for 8 Tx antennas





36.141
  CR-396  (Rel-10) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR updates test specification to cover 8 Tx antennas for the rated output power of LA and Home BS. Rel-10
Discussion:


Chair: Cover sheet says Rel-11. Secretary will correct
Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126109
CR to add the rated ouput power for 8 Tx antennas





36.141
  CR-395  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR updates test specification to cover 8 Tx antennas for the rated output power of Home BS. Rel-11
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


UEM test requirement
R4-126119
Correction to test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions





36.141
  CR-399  (Rel-10) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR modifies the wording ÔÇ£minimum requirementÔÇØ in the test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126118
Correction to test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions





36.141
  CR-398  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR modifies the wording ÔÇ£minimum requirementÔÇØ in the test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


TAE for interband CA

R4-126602
TAE for interband CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discuss TAE for interband CA in the context of dual UL interband CA.
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: We would like to have offline discussions.
Alcatel-Lucent: Do you propose Inter band TAE need to be tightened for Rel-12?

Ericsson: No, but that can be captured in Rel-10 TR as a use case.

TeliaSonera: We should update TR ASAP for Rel-10.
Huawei: 2UL is for Rel-12. Why to update Rel-10 TR?
Ericsson: Rel-10 platform may support 2UL. We would like to hear operator feedback.
TeliaSonera: 2UL will start in next meeting hopefully. Can we do this as Release independent way step by step?
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126960
Additional information for required TAE for some inter-band CA scenarios





Source: Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO, Telia Sonera
Abstract: 

Discussion:


Chair: CR is missing track changes.

Huawei: We have had limited time to check. We could return to this in the next meeting.

TeliaSonera: We could then consider the CR for the TS in next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted
Repeater Band 22&42 co-existence
R4-126188
The special cases for protection of E-UTRA Band 42 in co-existence and co-location with E-UTRA FDD Repeaters





36.106
  CR-47  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify the co-existence and co-location of a E-UTRA Band 22 FDD Repeater in E-UTRA Band 42, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for collocation has been modified.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126189
The special cases for protection of E-UTRA Band 42 in co-existence and co-location with E-UTRA FDD Repeaters





36.143
  CR-52  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify the co-existence and co-location of a E-UTRA Band 22 FDD Repeater in E-UTRA Band 42, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for collocation has been modified.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126190
The special cases for protection of E-UTRA Band 42 in co-existence and co-location with E-UTRA FDD Repeaters





36.106
  CR-48  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify the co-existence and co-location of a E-UTRA Band 22 FDD Repeater in E-UTRA Band 42, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for collocation has been modified.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126191
The special cases for protection of E-UTRA Band 42 in co-existence and co-location with E-UTRA FDD Repeaters





36.143
  CR-53  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Andrew Wireless Systems

Abstract: 

To specify the co-existence and co-location of a E-UTRA Band 22 FDD Repeater in E-UTRA Band 42, the comments in the tables for Spurious Emission limits for co-existence and for collocation has been modified.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


4.2.3
RRM (Radio Resource Management)  

RSTD – Measurement Bandwidth
R4-126087
Dependency of CA Intra-frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy on Serving Cell Bandwidths





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

In this paper, we discussed the dependency of intra-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy on the carrier bandwidths of the serving cells when a UE operating in carrier aggregation mode.
a) the serving cell channel bandwidth in Table 9.1.10.1-1 always refers to the channel bandwidth of the PCell; 

b) the serving cell channel bandwidth in Table 9.1.10.1-1 refers to the channel bandwidth of the serving cell in the same carrier component as the reference and neighbouring cell; 

c) the serving cell channel bandwidth in Table 9.1.10.1-1 refers to the minimum of the PCell and SCell channel bandwidths; 

d) the serving cell channel bandwidth in Table 9.1.10.1-1 refers to the maximum of the PCell and SCell channel bandwidths; 

Proposal

· the RSTD measurements, which are obtained when both the reference cell and neighbouring cell belong to the primary component carrier, shall meet the intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements defined in section 9.1.10.1, where the serving cell bandwidth shall be interpreted as the maximum bandwidth of PCell and SCell bandwidths.
· the RSTD measurements, which are obtained when both the reference cell and neighbouring cell belong to the secondary component carrier, shall meet the intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements defined in section 9.1.10.1, where the serving cell bandwidth shall be interpreted as the maximum bandwidth of PCell and SCell bandwidths.
Discussion:


QC: could not agree to this proposal. The original intention is to use the minimum bandwidth of the cells a UE measure. In example of mixed bandwidth, potentially the requirements would be based on a higher bandwidth which is larger than the measured bandwidth.


Renesas: we share similar view as QC.


E///: we share the QC/Renesas vew. The proposal in this paper is confusing.


ALU: this is hard to accept. Consider the case of 1.4 MHz being aggregated.

HW: we support option b.

ALU: this option is more acceptable.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126276
Discussion on applicable PRS BW for RSTD accuracy requirement





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-11, LCS_LTE.   In thin contribution, we analyze the different cases, to discuss the applicable PRS bandwidth for meeting RSTD accuracy requirements.

Proposal 1: Applicable PRS BW for meeting R11 intra-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement (non CA) is ‘Minimum bandwidth between the serving cell channel bandwidth, reference cell and the measured neighbour cell PRS bandwidth’.
Proposal 2: Applicable PRS BW for meeting R9 inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement (non CA) is ‘Minimum bandwidth between the serving cell channel bandwidth, reference cell and the measured neighbour cell PRS bandwidth’.
Proposal 3: Applicable PRS BW for meeting R10/R11 intra-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement is ‘minimum bandwidth between the serving cell channel bandwidth Note, reference cell and the measured neighbour cell PRS bandwidth’.
Note: For CA capable UE, the ‘serving cell’ here is the PCell/SCell on whose carrier RSTD measurement is performed.

Proposal 4: Applicable PRS BW for meeting R10/R11 inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement is ‘minimum bandwidth between the serving cell channel bandwidth Note1,2, reference cell and the measured neighbour cell PRS bandwidth’.
Note1: If inter-frequency RSTD measurement is performed over the reference cell and neighbour cell, which belong to one inter-frequency carrier frequency, this serving cell channel bandwidth should be omitted. Otherwise, the serving cell channel bandwidth should be involved.

Note2: For CA capable UE, the ‘serving cell’ here are those PCell/SCell(s) on whose carrier(s) RSTD measurement is performed.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126654
On intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements account for serving cell bandwidth





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

The current Rel-11 intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements are inconsistent with the earlier aggreed bandwidth adjustment for the same requirements type for Rel-9/10. The proposal is to have the same approach in Rel-11 as in Rel-9/10.

Based on the discussion above, we propose to agree on Option 2 (i.e., the applicable bandwidth in intra-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirements is the minimum of the serving cell system bandwidth, and PRS bandwidths of the reference and the measured cells). 

Discussion:



HW: we are fine with the non-CA case proposal. For CA case, we propose to align the requirements with the non-CA case, i.e., do not reduce the measurement bandwidth requirements.

E///: we could first merage the common part, then we could discuss how to deal with the CA case.


HW: we should agree on the CRs that capture both non-CA and CA case.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126088
Clarification of CA Intra-frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy





36.133
  CR-1502  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

This CR clarifies the dependency of intra-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy on the carrier bandwidths of the serving cells when a UE operating in carrier aggregation mode.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126278
Clarification on inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement R9





36.133
  CR-1525  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-9, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement is proposed.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126279
Clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement R10





36.133
  CR-1526  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement are proposed.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126938



R4-126938
Clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement R10





36.133
  CR-1526  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement are proposed.

Discussion:



E///: “CA capable UE” should be changed to “CA Configured UE” or other appropriate wording. 

HW: this has already be incorporated into the revision..
E///: in this Rel-10 CR, only one type is defined, what’s the intention?


HW: in rel-9, we used only intra-freq requirements to cover both types. In rel-10, we need to differentiate.
Decision:
Revised to R4-126944



R4-126944
Clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement R10





36.133
  CR-1526  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement are proposed.

Discussion:



Decision:
Noted



R4-126280
Clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement R11





36.133
  CR-1527  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement are proposed.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126939


R4-126939
Clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement R11





36.133
  CR-1527  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on intra-frequency and inter-frequency RSTD measurement accuracy requirement are proposed.

Discussion:




Decision:
Noted


R4-126656
Intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements account for serving cell bandwidth





36.133
  CR-1558  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Inc., LGE, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd., Motorola Mobility, Samsung

Abstract: 

The current Rel-11 intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements are inconsistent with the earlier aggreed bandwidth adjustment for the same requirements type for Rel-9/10. The proposal is to have the same approach in Rel-11 as in Rel-9/10.

Discussion:



HW: it’s OK for the non-CA case. For the CA case, the performance reference to this table. In the CA case, the channel bandwidth could be too small. Would like to define the performance jointly.


E///: could revise.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126930



R4-126930
Intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements account for serving cell bandwidth





36.133
  CR-1558  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Inc., LGE, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd., Motorola Mobility, Samsung

Abstract: 

The current Rel-11 intra-frequency RSTD accuracy requirements are inconsistent with the earlier aggreed bandwidth adjustment for the same requirements type for Rel-9/10. The proposal is to have the same approach in Rel-11 as in Rel-9/10.

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



RSTD under HO


R4-126277
Discussion on applicable PRS BW for RSTD accuracy requirement under handover and Pcell changing





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-11, LCS_LTE.   In thin contribution, we analyze the different cases, to discuss the applicable PRS bandwidth for RSTD accuracy requirements under handover and Pcell changing scenarios.

Proposal 1: For R11 intra-frequency HO the applicable PRS BW for meeting the RSTD measurement accuracy requirement should be no larger than the minimum channel BW of all PCells during the RSTD measurement period.
Proposal 2: For inter-frequency HO the applicable PRS BW for meeting RSTD accuracy requirement should be no larger than the minimum channel BW of those PCells on whose carriers RSTD measurement is performed during the RSTD measurement period.
Proposal 3: For PCell changing the applicable PRS BW for meeting CA RSTD accuracy requirement should be no larger than the minimum channel BW of those PCell/SCell(s) on whose carriers RSTD measurement is performed during the RSTD measurement period.
Discussion:



QC: Only PCell bandwidth is captured in the proposal, not the actual PRS bandwidth.


HW: In section 8, this is only on measurements. Section 9 captures the performance part, which also discuss the reference cell and measurement cell bandwidth.

E///: type 2 is assumed for inter-freq? we would like to make a general requirement including all PCells


HW: the intention is to link requirements to only the PCells relevant for the measurements.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126281
Clarification on RSTD measurement requirement under HO and Pcell changing R10





36.133
  CR-1528  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on RSTD measurement  requirement under HO and Pcell changing are proposed.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126940



R4-126940
Clarification on RSTD measurement requirement under HO and Pcell changing R10





36.133
  CR-1528  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on RSTD measurement  requirement under HO and Pcell changing are proposed.

Discussion:

E///: we could only agree on the intra-frequency case.

HW: does E/// have concern on the CA case?

E///: we believe a generic solution should be provided for non-CA and CA case.

HW: there is performance difference between CA and non-CA case. We can’t have a single requirement.
Decision:
Agreed



R4-126282
Clarification on RSTD measurement requirement under HO and Pcell changing R11





36.133
  CR-1529  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on RSTD measurement  requirement under HO and Pcell changing are proposed.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126941

R4-126941
Clarification on RSTD measurement requirement under HO and Pcell changing R11





36.133
  CR-1529  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat F, LCS_LTE.  In the CR, the correction and clarification on RSTD measurement  requirement under HO and Pcell changing are proposed.

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed


RSTD - Others

R4-126200
Corrections to the RSTD intra-frequency measurement test parameters (Rel-10)





36.133
  CR-1510  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

Corrections to the cell specific power parameters

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126202
Corrections to the RSTD intra-frequency measurement test parameters (Rel-11)





36.133
  CR-1511  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

Corrections to the cell specific power parameters

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn


R4-126617
On inter-frequency RSTD





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

The document addresses the issue related to inter-frequency RSTD measurements.

Discussion:



Renesas: In RP-110458, it’s concluded that this capability is optional without capability indication. So RAN4 spec should be clarified.


E///: The agreements was only on RRC indication. It’s not clear what’s the requirement in general.

ATT: we support this proposal of mandatory and agree with the LS to clarify the requirements to RAN2.


ALU: support this proposal.


Renesas: there is already discussion on this topic in RAN2. Don’t see the need of sending LS to RAN2 since there is already RAN plenary decision.


E///: RAN2 disucssion has not concluded. The technical issues could be resolved by RAN4 inputs on this. We would be OK with including the RAN plenary decision regarding RRC signalling.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126618
LS on inter-frequency RSTD measurements





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A draft LS clarifying RSTD requirements and proposing to ask RAN WG2 to clarify the text in TS 36.306, taking into account the clarification above regarding the inter-frequency RSTD requirements and tests.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126928


R4-126928
LS on inter-frequency RSTD measurements





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A draft LS clarifying RSTD requirements and proposing to ask RAN WG2 to clarify the text in TS 36.306, taking into account the clarification above regarding the inter-frequency RSTD requirements and tests.

Discussion:


NSN: RAN2 input is that it’s not necessary to have this measurement requirements for all Rel-10 UEs; instead it’s limited to only UEs that support OTDOA. We still have similar concern.

Renesas: since RRC signalling is optional. Then in the absence of RRC signalling, the UE behaviour is not clear. We have similar view as NSN that if a UE doesn’t support this signalling, then the UE doesn’t need to meet the measurement requirements.

Decision:
Revised to R4-126979



R4-126979
LS on inter-frequency RSTD measurements





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A draft LS clarifying RSTD requirements and proposing to ask RAN WG2 to clarify the text in TS 36.306, taking into account the clarification above regarding the inter-frequency RSTD requirements and tests.

Discussion:


Decision:
Noted



R4-126658
Clarification on the total number of cells for RSTD inter-frequency measurement





36.133
  CR-1559  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A clarification in the RSTD measurement requirements

“n=16 cells are distributed on up to two carrier frequencies including a serving carrier frequency and one inter-frequency carrier.”
Discussion:



HW: we would like to understand why # of carries is 2. We have in the spec of up to 3 carriers for measurements requirements.


E///: total # of cells are not changed.

ALU: n could be up to 16, but not always 16.


E///: we could have further clarification.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126931


R4-126931
Clarification on the total number of cells for RSTD inter-frequency measurement





36.133
  CR-1559  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, , Alcatel-Lucent
Abstract: 

A clarification in the RSTD measurement requirements

“n=16 cells are distributed on up to two carrier frequencies including a serving carrier frequency and one inter-frequency carrier.”
Discussion:

.
Decision:
Agreed


E-CID

R4-126085
Discussion of UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement in Handover





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

In RAN4#64bis, the issue of whether UE will always restart the Rx-Tx measurement on the new PCell in handover was discussed, but no conclusion was reached. In this paper, we present our view on this issue.

“If the UE supporting E-UTRA carrier aggregation when configured with the secondary component carrier is performing UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement while the PCell is changed regardless whether the primary component carrier is changed or not then the UE shall restart the Rx-Tx measurement on the new PCell, if the Rx-Tx time difference measurement was triggered by LPP signalling, or if the Rx-Tx time difference measurement was triggered RRC signalling and is also requested by the target cell to continue the measurement after handover”
Discussion:



E///: the proposal is not fully aligned with the RAN2 specificaiton.


HW: our understanding is that target cell will not report the measuremets to the positioning server.

Renesas: This CR leads to extra work to the UE. Need to understand the impact of the benefit of this proposal.

E///: current wording doesn’t need to be changed. Solutions are implementation specific.

ALU: we need to align the RAN4 requirements with RAN2 spec.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126086
UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement in Handover (Rel-10)





36.133
  CR-1501  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

Clarification on the Rx-Tx measurement requirements during handover.

Discussion:



Renesas: the requirements is on the PHY, the signalling information might not be available at L1.


E///: maybe we could clarify that UE should continue measurements conditioned on UL resources are allocated for reporting.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126839



R4-126839
UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement in Handover (Rel-10)





36.133
  CR-1501  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

Clarification on the Rx-Tx measurement requirements during handover.

Discussion:

HW: L1 measurement is not related to whether it’s triggered by LPP or not. 


ALU: this CR doesn’t prevent UE to restart measurements if triggered by other sources. This CR only mandate UE performance if it’s triggered by LTE Positioning Protocol.


Renesas: agree with HW that it’s implied that RRC triggered measurements do not need to meet this performance requirements. Earlier version was better.

Agreement: current requirement is defined for physical layer measurement delay not including reporting.
Decision:
Noted



R4-126226
Correction of OCNG Patterns for UE Rx - Tx Time Difference Test Cases





36.133
  CR-1514  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Spirent Communications

Abstract: 

This CR is presented to address errors in the OCNG patterns for the UE Rx - Tx Time Difference test cases.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126227
Correction of OCNG Patterns for UE Rx - Tx Time Difference Test Cases





36.133
  CR-1515  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Spirent Communications

Abstract: 

This CR is presented to address errors in the OCNG patterns for the UE Rx - Tx Time Difference test cases.  This CR is a mirror CR

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126228
Correction of OCNG Patterns for UE Rx - Tx Time Difference Test Cases





36.133
  CR-1516  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Spirent Communications

Abstract: 

This CR is presented to address errors in the OCNG patterns for the UE Rx - Tx Time Difference test cases.  This is a mirror CR.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126274
Further discussion on the E-CID positioning under handover





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-11, LCS_LTE.   In thin contribution we analyze the UE behaviour and network behaviour for eCID positioning under PCell changing and some issues are raised from RAN4 perspective.

Discussion:



ALU: this seems to be a new feature. Requirements definition should not be the deciding factor to introduce a new feature.


E///: similar solution to RSTD could be introduced here (R4-126086). Instead of changing signalling, we could condition the requirements on UL resource allocation.


HW: the issue is that the target cell will not report the UE measurements. Our proposal is to enhance the LPPa signaling
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126275
LS on eCID positioning under handover





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for LS out. Rel-11, LCS_LTE.   This LS focuses on the eCID positioning under Pcell changing issue, and it will be sent to RAN3/SA2, and CC RAN2.

Discussion:



Renesas: if RAN3 replies with issues on LPPa signaling, what’s the UE behaviour?


HW: only for RRC signalling, not related to LPP.

E///: could not agree to this. Need more discussion.
Decision: 

Noted


Proximity Indication for E-UTRA

R4-126215
E-UTRAN CSG Proximity Indication Requirements (Rel-9)





36.133
  CR-1512  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Telecom Italia

Abstract: 

The purpose of this CR is to introduce the RRM requirements for E-UTRAN FDD proximity detection.

Discussion:



E///: could we discuss this in conjunction with HSPA requirements/test cases?


ALU: we could treat the requirements and test cases separately.

E///: we don’t have issues with this particular proposal.

Nokia: the biggest problem is that we haven’t been able to identify the requirements yet.

QC: we support this proposal. We should finish this discussion given RAN5 is waiting for our decision.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126837


R4-126837
E-UTRAN CSG Proximity Indication Requirements (Rel-9)





36.133
  CR-1512  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Telecom Italia

Abstract: 

The purpose of this CR is to introduce the RRM requirements for E-UTRAN FDD proximity detection.

Discussion:


.
Decision:
Agreed



R4-126489
Proximity Indication





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this paper we give our view on the UE proximity indication with focus on the currently defined requirements in RAN2.

Proposal: Since there are no testable requirements any defined proximity indication test case shall be broad enough to also allow for wide and open UE implementations.
And we conclude:

Conclusion: Any defined test case needs to be such that it does not mandate specific UE implementation regarding UE autonomous search function or proximity indication sending.
Discussion:



ALU: the procedure in 304 clearlyspecifies how to do cell reselection in RRC_IDLE. We should not link the RRC_CONNECTED state requirements to 304.


Nokia: the reference is on the search functionality.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126553
E-UTRAN FDD Proximity Indication Test Case (Rel-9)





36.133
  CR-1543  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

The purpose of this CR is to introduce the RRM test case for E-UTRAN FDD Proximity indication feature.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



Other corrections

R4-126484
Measurement gap clarification in case of carrier aggregation





36.133
  CR-1541  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

Correction to UE expected behaviour in case UE is configured with carrier aggregation and measurement gaps

Discussion:



E///: need more time to check.

HW: we believe current version is clear enough


Renesas: we believe clarification is necessary when there are multiple serving frequencies.
Decision: 
Noted



R4-126359
Correction on test cases for handover to UTRAN TDD for Rel-8





36.133
  CR-1534  (Rel-8) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

The test requirements for handover delay from E-UTRAN to UTRA TDD is added time for decoding SFN of UTRAN, 30ms.  The IE, Assigned Sub-Channel Number, is set as 1 to not delay the SYNCH-UL transmition.

Discussion:



E///: is this part of the L1 spec change TS25.224 is mentioned in the cover sheet?


CATT: no change to L1 spec. only test cases are changed.

Renesas: clarify where does 30ms come from?


CATT: we could have offline discussion on the 30ms delay.

QC: we support the CR.
Decision: 
Agreed



R4-126360
Correction on test cases for handover to UTRAN TDD for Rel-9





36.133
  CR-1535  (Rel-9) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

The test requirements for handover delay from E-UTRAN to UTRA TDD is added time for decoding SFN of UTRAN, 30ms.  The IE, Assigned Sub-Channel Number, is set as 1 to not delay the SYNCH-UL transmition.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126361
Correction on test cases for handover to UTRAN TDD for Rel-10





36.133
  CR-1536  (Rel-10) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

The test requirements for handover delay from E-UTRAN to UTRA TDD is added time for decoding SFN of UTRAN, 30ms.  The IE, Assigned Sub-Channel Number, is set as 1 to not delay the SYNCH-UL transmition.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126363
Correction on test cases for handover to UTRAN TDD for Rel-11





36.133
  CR-1537  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

The test requirements for handover delay from E-UTRAN to UTRA TDD is added time for decoding SFN of UTRAN, 30ms.  The IE, Assigned Sub-Channel Number, is set as 1 to not delay the SYNCH-UL transmition.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126619
Editorial corrections RRM





36.133
  CR-1544  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Different editorial changes

Discussion:



Anritsu: Have you checked the FDD numbers? There might be issues there.

Renesas: could you please clarify why it’s important to add SON? UE is not aware of the purpose of measuremnets.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126929



R4-126929
Editorial corrections RRM





36.133
  CR-1544  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Different editorial changes

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed



R4-126620
Editorial corrections RRM





36.133
  CR-1545  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Different editorial changes

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126621
Conditions in CSG reselection requirements





36.133
  CR-1546  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

Removing TBD values in CSG requirements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126622
Conditions in CSG reselection requirements





36.133
  CR-1547  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

Removing TBD values in CSG requirements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126624
Conditions in CSG reselection requirements





36.133
  CR-1548  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

Removing TBD values in CSG requirements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126625
Conditions in CSG reselection requirements





36.133
  CR-1549  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

Removing TBD values in CSG requirements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126628
Correcting inconsistency between inter-RAT UTRA measurements and requirements





36.133
  CR-1550  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

To align the specifications, it is proposed to make void 2 sections with requirements for non-existing inter-RAT measurements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126631
Correcting inconsistency between inter-RAT UTRA measurements and requirements





36.133
  CR-1551  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

To align the specifications, it is proposed to make void 2 sections with requirements for non-existing inter-RAT measurements

Discussion:



Decision: 
Agreed




R4-126633
Correcting inconsistency between inter-RAT UTRA measurements and requirements





36.133
  CR-1552  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

To align the specifications, it is proposed to make void 2 sections with requirements for non-existing inter-RAT measurements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126636
Correcting inconsistency between inter-RAT UTRA measurements and requirements





36.133
  CR-1553  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATT, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

To align the specifications, it is proposed to make void 2 sections with requirements for non-existing inter-RAT measurements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126131
Cdma2000 1xRTT measurements for SON ANR





36.133
  CR-1508  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this CR we update the TBD values for the SON ANR functionality for cdma2000

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126477
Issue on RSRQ measurement accuracy in RRC_IDLE state





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we discussed issues on lack of RSRQ measurements accuracy requirement in RRC_IDLE state

Discussion:


QC: could you please clarify the specific proposals to standards? The measurements in the document are based on UE logs.


DCM: one solution is to specify an “informative” section on UE requirements.


E///: there is no requirement on idle mode measurements since they are not reported.

Renesas: does this UE pass existing reselection test cases?


Anritsu: the reselection tests in 36.133 specifies 4 dB differences, but 25.133 inter-RAT selection doesn’t have an equivalent figure.



Chair: inter-RAT reselection might be a bit different from inter-freq since no equivalent Slev could be compared.


Renesas: would like to understand if the interference is constant in the measurements taken? Related to wideband RSRQ.

E///: are you comparing the CONNECTED state reporting accuracy with no DRX or DRX of similar cycle as IDLE state?


DCM: we don’t have detailed answer at this moment. Would like to start the discussion in RAN4.
Decision: 

Noted.



R4-126957

Way forward on issues of RSRQ measurement accuracy in RRC_IDLE state

Source: NTT DOCOMO
Decision: Agreed
R4-126657
Working Assumption on Maximum TA for TDD based on SSC





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

A maximum Ta working assumption is necessary to provide guidance to UE vendors. This contribution provides a number for such an assumption.

In this contribution we propose to limit MaxTA to allow a minimum transition time from RX to TX of 624 Ts.
Discussion:



E///: we are fine with the proposal. Could also explicitly mention 

 “Assuming a SRS ramp up time of 624 Ts, we are allowed a maximum 208 Ts of timing advance.”

WF: come back with way forward to be approved
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126788
Way forward on Maximum TA for TDD based on SSC





Source: Fujitsu

Decision: 

Agreed


Withdrawn

R4-126225
Correction of OCNG Patterns for UE Rx - Tx Time Difference Test Cases





Source: Spirent Communications

Abstract: 

This CR is presented to address errors in the OCNG patterns for the UE Rx - Tx Time Difference test cases.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126199
Corrections to the RSTD intra-frequency measurement test parameters (Rel-9)





36.133
  CR-1509  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

Corrections to the cell specific power parameters

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



4.2.4
UE demodulation performance  
TM4 RI testing

R4-126789
Way forward on TM4 rank indicator test





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126815

Correction to TM4 RI test 3
Renesas
4.2.4
10
CR
F
Decision: Agreed
R4-126816

Correction to TM4 RI test 3
Renesas
4.2.4
11
CR
F

Decision: Agreed
R4-126210
Test metric for TM4 RI test





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide simulation results for RI test metric in EPA5 high correlation channel and presents our view on TM4 RI test metric change.

Proposal 1: Sine 
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 can server the same purpose as 
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 and has better property of receiver agnosticity, replace TM4 RI test 3 metric with 
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. 

Proposal 2: Reuse test threshold for TM9 RI test 3, i.e., 0.9. 

Proposal 3: Switch the test metric from Rel-11. 

Discussion:



Renesas: We think this might be a problem in Rel-10. Propose to have 2 tests, passing either one could pass a legacy UE.


QC: it is strange to have two tests for the same requirement. Need further discussion.


Renesas: alt 2 doesn’t need additional work. We could switch to gamma_1 to Rel-11.

E///: alt 2 is a good compromise to allow implementation flexibility.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126298
Considerations on TM4 rank indicator test





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss existing TM4 rank indicator (RI) tests under the light of the agreed way forward during RAN4#64bis.

Proposal 1: 
The TM4 RI test (in section 9.5.1 of 36.101) is harmonized with the TM9 RI test. The changes are proposed to be applicable from Release 10 onwards.
Proposal 2: 
Decide between Alt. 1 or Alt. 2 after discussion during RAN4#65.

Proposal 3:
Set [x=0.9] similarly to TM9 RI Test 3.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126399
Discussion on TM4 rank indicator test





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides discussion on TM4 rank indicator test.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126449
Simulation results for TM4 RI reporting test





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our simulation results for TM4 RI Test 3.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126640
Rank Test for TM4





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this paper we have discussed the possible modification of RI Test 3 for TM4 in REl-10/11.   The following is proposed:  In Test 3, additional requirement gamma1  = [x] is added and the UE is required to satisfy either of the requirements (gamma1  = [x]

In Test 3, additional requirement (1  = [x] is added and the UE is required to satisfy either of the requirements ((1  = [x] or (2  = 1.1) to pass the test
According to our results x can be set equal to 0.94.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126497
Simulation results for RI testing





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide the simulation results for RI test on TM4.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn.

Other corrections
R4-126644
Clean up CR for Rel-8





36.101
  CR-1501  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericcson

Abstract: 

Clean up CR to follow the agreements in meeting 64bis.

Discussion:



Renesas: overlap with previous agreed CR.

Anritsu: we support the Rel-8 correction.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126790



R4-126790
Clean up CR for Rel-8





36.101
  CR-1501  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericcson

Abstract: 

Clean up CR to follow the agreements in meeting 64bis.

Discussion:



This CR superseed CR in R4-125197 agreed in RAN 4 64bis.
Decision:
Agreed



R4-126648
Clean up CR for Rel_9





36.101
  CR-1502  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Clean up CR to follow the agreements in meeting 64bis.

Discussion:



This CR superseed CR in R4-125198 agreed in RAN 4 64bis.
Decision: 

Agreed



4.2.5
BS demodulation performance  

R4-126583
Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table





36.104
  CR-361  (rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table B.5.2-1: Correlation for High Medium and Low Level.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126584
Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table





36.104
  CR-362  (rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table B.5.2-1: Correlation for High Medium and Low Level.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126587
Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table





36.141
  CR-411  (rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table B.5.2-1: Correlation for High Medium and Low Level.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126591
Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table





36.141
  CR-412  (rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Removal of brackets around medium correlation in table B.5.2-1: Correlation for High Medium and Low Level.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126662
Clarification of Doppler shift for moving propagation conditions test





36.141
  CR-413  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Agilent Technologies

Abstract: 

Clarificaiton of application of Doppler shift in test implementation

Discussion:



Need more time to consider this.
Decision: 

Agreed


4.3
MSR essential corrections 

4.3.1
BS RF (core / conformance / EMC)  

Single-RAT MC

R4-126428
Clarifications of applicability of requirements for multi-carrier BS





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

In this paper, we recap the RAN4 agreement in [2] to clarify on the applicability of requirements for E-UTRA single-RAT multi-carrier BS.
Discussion:



Ericsson: We agree this needs clarification. We agree everything what is stated here but that doe not exclude that 37 serie can be used as stand alone. Reason and summary of changes explain the background but those are not always correct. What matters is the text agreed in CR for spec. We should continue discussing offline in order to solve this issue.
Alcatel-Lucent: That is exactly why we submitted this document. CR from 2010 is very clear for us. Why Ericsson co-signed the CR if they disagree.

Ericsson: Like said we agree the CR but the reason for change is not well written.

Huawei: We can continue discussion offline.
Alcatel-Lucent: We can not agree with Ericsson view.
Decision: 

Noted
ACLR

R4-126376
Removal of conflicts in ACLR requirement





37.141
  CR-174  (Rel-10) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Delete the sentence ÔÇ£The requirement applies to frequency ranges outside the Base Station RF bandwidthÔÇ£ in busclause 6.6.4.1
Discussion:



Ericsson: There is difference between ACLR and CACLR. We need to double check the core spec change.
NSN: We think the current text is correct but we need changes for CACLR.

CATT: CACLR is also part of ACLR.
Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126377
Removal of conflicts in ACLR requirement





37.141
  CR-175  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Delete the sentence ÔÇ£The requirement applies to frequency ranges outside the Base Station RF bandwidthÔÇ£ in busclause 6.6.4.1
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
CA combination references

R4-126595
Change to CA combination list from table to reference





37.141
  CR-177  (rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Remove the CA combination tables 4.4-3 and 4.4-4 and replace with references to TS 36.104 tables.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126599
Change to CA combination list from table to reference





37.141
  CR-178  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Remove the CA combination tables 4.4-3 and 4.4-4 and replace with references to TS 36.104 tables.
Discussion:



Chair: Rel should be 11 in the cover sheet. Secretary will correct that.
NSN: Shall this be Cat F CR as changes are not the same?

Ericsson: In Rel-11 we have NC requirements in addition.

Chair: Cat A CR does not need to be in line to the last comma with the Cat F CR but it has to achieve the same functionality/behaviour .
 Decision: 

Agreed
NC TX IM

R4-126355
Transmitter IM correction for MSR-NC





37.104
  CR-111  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

For operation in non-contiguous spectrum, a problem with the Tx IM requirement is that the CW interfering signal at 800 kHz offset may fall within the sub-block gap and still be adjacent (at 0 kHz offset) from the transmitted signal at the other RF bandwi
Discussion:



ZTE: >= would be better than >. Also clause 6.7.4.2.2 need to be modified.
Ericsson agreed for the first comment.
Decision: 

Revised in 6845


R4-126845
Transmitter IM correction for MSR-NC





37.104
  CR-111  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ZTE
Abstract: 

For operation in non-contiguous spectrum, a problem with the Tx IM requirement is that the CW interfering signal at 800 kHz offset may fall within the sub-block gap and still be adjacent (at 0 kHz offset) from the transmitted signal at the other RF bandwi
Discussion:


Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126356
Transmitter IM correction for MSR-NC





37.104
  CR-112  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

For operation in non-contiguous spectrum, a problem with the Tx IM requirement is that the CW interfering signal at 800 kHz offset may fall within the sub-block gap and still be adjacent (at 0 kHz offset) from the transmitted signal at the other RF bandwi
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126357
Transmitter IM correction for MSR-NC





37.141
  CR-170  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

For operation in non-contiguous spectrum, a problem with the Tx IM requirement is that the CW interfering signal at 800 kHz offset may fall within the sub-block gap and still be adjacent (at 0 kHz offset) from the transmitted signal at the other RF bandwi
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6846


R4-126846
Transmitter IM correction for MSR-NC





37.141
  CR-170  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ZTE
Abstract: 

For operation in non-contiguous spectrum, a problem with the Tx IM requirement is that the CW interfering signal at 800 kHz offset may fall within the sub-block gap and still be adjacent (at 0 kHz offset) from the transmitted signal at the other RF bandwi
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126358
Transmitter IM correction for MSR-NC





37.141
  CR-171  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

For operation in non-contiguous spectrum, a problem with the Tx IM requirement is that the CW interfering signal at 800 kHz offset may fall within the sub-block gap and still be adjacent (at 0 kHz offset) from the transmitted signal at the other RF bandwi

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed

Output power extreme conditions
R4-126706
Clarification of BS output power test under extreme power supply conditions





37.141
  CR-179  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR for TS 37.141 clarifies that a single test point shall be performed under extreme power supply conditions.
Discussion:



Chair: Cat should be F in the cover sheet.
Huawei: What do you mean by test point?

Ericsson: That can be clarified.

NSN: Shall we say max RF BW?

Decision: 

Revised in 6851


R4-126851
Clarification of BS output power test under extreme power supply conditions





37.141
  CR-179  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR for TS 37.141 clarifies that a single test point shall be performed under extreme power supply conditions.
Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126708
Clarification of BS output power test under extreme power supply conditions





37.141
  CR-180  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR for TS 37.141 clarifies that a single test point shall be performed under extreme power supply conditions.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
UEM test requirement
R4-126117
Correction to test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions





37.141
  CR-168  (Rel-10) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR modifies the wording ÔÇ£minimum requirementÔÇØ in the test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126116
Correction to test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions





37.141
  CR-167  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR modifies the wording ├óÔé¼┼ôminimum requirement├óÔé¼┬Ø in the test requirement of operating band unwanted emissions.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


GSM power for BC2
R4-126966
Modification to increase GSM Carrier Power in MSR BS for Band Category 2





37.104
  CR-  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 
Cat F CR in previous meeting
Discussion:



NSN: Is this exactly the same change than in RAN4#64bis?

Ericsson: We agreed that we need the note but Rel-11 CRs were forgotten. The change is exactly the same.
Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126967
Modification to increase GSM Carrier Power in MSR BS for Band Category 2





37.141  CR-  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 
Cat F CR in previous meeting
Discussion:


Decision: 

Agreed
5.
Maintenance of Rel-10 (Open issues) 

5.1
Technical Enhancements and Improvements  [TEI10]

5.1.1
Relative phase discontinuity (RPD) for E-UTRA UL MIMO [LTE_UL_MIMO]

R4-126101
WF on the study of relative phase discontinuity for LTE UL MIMO





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia

Abstract: 

Proposal: No RPD performance requirements for Rel-10 UEs.  Further study of RPD modeling for future release is possible when there is a need from RAN1/RAN4.
Discussion:



Ericsson: Do you believe RPD will have little impact on UL MIMO performance?
NSN: Our studies shows the impact is heavily depending on UE and NW implementation. Major concern is that this is for Rel-10 UEs with little progress.
Ericsson: We like to clarify the impact on RPD is impacting the system performance.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126597
Clarification on RPD distribution





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide some clarification on RPD distribution.

Proposal: RAN4 should define the UE RPD requirements in order to guarantee reliable UL MIMO performance.
Discussion:



Qualcomm: There is no necessarily impact on system performance. How much impact do you assume for narrowband users?
Ericsson: We should not imply scheduler impacts due to RPD.

Qualcomm: Even you show performance impacts RAN4 has not progressed further.

Ericsson: System model depends on RPD distribution.

Qualcomm: Are gthere any other company sharing Ericsson view.

No other companies raised their hand.
Decision: 

Noted

Chair => Way forward:
RPD has been TEI-10 topic for quite some time with little progress. We are currently finalizing Rel-11. This will be removed as being TEI topic under Rel-10. If we need to work further in this area a new WI need to be discussed in RAN in order to clarify the goal, timeline, Release and interested supporting companies for the work.
Ericsson: We could provide WF for Rel-11.

Chair: This is last meeting for Rel-11.

Ericsson: We could provide the summary of findings for plenary discussions.

Qualcomm supported Chair WF. No need for summary.

Alcatel-Lucent: If this is asked for approval there is little change for approval. What do you want to achieve with this slide set if companies will disregard that in the future?

NSN: Can we agree our WF?

Motorola Solutions: This was seen important aspects for UL MIMO. What is the WF for UL MIMO? Do we forget RPD or work in the future. Does this impact on the finalization of the WI?
Chair: WI was completed already in Rel-10 couple of years ago.

Huawei: We should study this issue but we support chair WF.

Ericsson: If operators are interested in utilizing UL-MIMO we will loose the coverage gain without this.

Huawei: We should not jump to that kind of conclusions without RAN4 agreement. We are OK discussing in RAN plenary.

5.1.2
Intra-band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA,40)  [LTE_CA]

ACLR
R4-126123
Corrections to ACLR for Rel-10 CA





36.101
  CR-1451  (Rel-10) v..





Source: CATR

Abstract: 
Discussion:



Nokia: This might be useful but some clarification for the text is needed to avoid risk for misunderstanding. Term E-UTRA is used in wrong content.
CATR: WE can come back in the next meeting
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126124
Corrections to ACLR for Rel-11 CA





36.101
  CR-1452  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATR

Abstract: 
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
Band 1, 33, 39 co-existence
R4-126418
CA_NS_02 and CA_NS_03 update REL-10





36.101
  CR-1484  (REL-10) v..





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

Co-exixtence requirements between band 1 and 33 and 1 and 39 were change for single carrier operation. This change is reflected to CA requrements.
Discussion:



Qualcomm: We are also running some simulations with different results. We could come back to this in the next meeting. 
Nokia: Do you intend to revise CA-7C as well? Qualcomm  already provided simulations results when we agreed CA-7C.

Qualcomm: Not to revise CA-7C.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126419
CA_NS_02 and CA_NS_03 update





36.101
  CR-1485  (REL-11) v..





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

Co-exixtence requirements between band 1 and 33 and 1 and 39 were change for single carrier operation. This change is reflected to CA requrements.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



5.1.3
Maintenance of operating bands (UTRA/E-UTRA)  [WI code or TEI10]
Band XXVI

R4-126731
Guard bands for band XXVI additional coexistence requirements





25.101
  CR-936  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Guard bands for additional coexistence requirements for band XXVI are proposed for single uplink and dual uplinks.
Discussion:



Ericsson: We have same comment than last time. We are still looking the emissions level towards Public Safety.
Chair asked the schedule.

Sprint: We could continue this in next Jan meeting.

Qualcomm: Is this about emission limit or the content of this CR?

Sprint: Both

Qualcomm: Do you mean LTE specifications are not fully defined?

Sprint: We are not reconsidering the value.

Ericsson: The guard band tighten the requirement.
Qualcomm: Can we technically endorse this CR in RAN4?

Sprint: We can come back in Jan.

Qualcomm: Are you changing the limit or not?

Ericsson: We are considering the emission level.

Qualcomm: One company is reconsidering the emission limit which is already agreed in specification. Can we agree the CR with agreed limit?

Ericsson: WE should discuss all aspects at the same time in Jan.

Qualcomm: Any company can bring contribution but these emission values are in published specification.

Chair: Let come back in January and complete the issue then.
Decision: 

Noted
Band 23&25 co-existence
R4-126406
A-MPR simulation results for 15MHz and 20MHz in Band 23





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

The A-MPR simulation results for 15MHz and 20MHz in Band 23 are presented.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn
R4-126099
Maintenance of Band 23 UE Coexistence





Source: DISH Network

Abstract: 

This CR is aligned with the RAN4 decision of coexistence agreement between Band 23 and Band 25.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126213
Maintenance of Band 23 UE Coexistence





36.101
  CR-1466  (Rel-10) v..





Source: DISH Network

Abstract: 

This CR is aligned with the RAN4 decision of coexistence agreement between Band 23 and Band 25.
Discussion:



Sprint: We have raised concern on this number many times. There is still some regulatory uncertainty associated in this part of the spectrum in US.
Chair: Category A CR is also needed.
Decision: 

Agreed

R4-126876
Maintenance of Band 23 UE Coexistence





36.101
  CR-1513  (Rel-11) v..





Source: DISH Network

Abstract: 

Cat A CR 
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126542
Protection of legacy Band 25 UE's from simulated Band 23 UE's





Source: Sprint

Abstract: 

At RAN#64b Sprint proposed a measurement test plan to determine the proper OOBE limit from Band 23 into legacy Band 25. This contribution presents measurements showing the impact that Band 23 UE's will have on legacy band 25 UE's after band 23 is deployed
Discussion:



Dish: What channel BWs and Refsens values are used?
Sprint: Per channel BW is actual measured refsens. 
Dish: -101.8 dBm should be 96.5 dBm. We are not sure from where these numbers come from.

Sprint: Refsens values are based on 36.101. 

Chair: Doc proposes to continue to study the impact. For how long this is proposed? Last time the intention was to study until Nov 2011.

Sprint: If the group is interested toi study we need more time.

Dish: One company has objected our CR for one year now. This just delays the CR intentionally without technical justification. H-block is not even auctioned yet. Auction of H-block may take more than a year. We ask if Qualcomm and Nokia support our CR.
Nokia: We still support -40 dBm limit.
Qualcomm: We still support -40 dBm limit.

Sprint: We have not objected the CR. We have raised concern. We are not blocking Band 23. We have tried to work with Dish. We don’t want to delay but work further in this area. We may need to reopen this discussion in the future when the FCC issues its new rules and that will be done under maintenance. Even if we agree now we will have to do this again very soon.
Dish: Can we then agree our CR?
Qualcomm: Tets methodology Sprint used is not in line with standard methodology.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126546
Band 23 / 25 open issues





Source: Sprint

Abstract: 

Open issues related to band 23 and band 25

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126556
Establish OOBE limit from Band 23 into Band 25





36.101
  CR-1489  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Sprint

Abstract: 

Align the Band 23 OOBE limit into Band 25 with the recent discusions

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.

5.2
Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE  [eICIC_LTE]            

5.2.1
RRM (Radio Resource Management) [eICIC_LTE-Perf]
R4-126569
Need for E-CID Test Cases for eICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper discusses the need for UE Rx-Tx time difference test cases with eICIC

· Proposal: In order to limit the tests, we propose that only one test (one for FDD and one for TDD) with non-MBSFN ABS is defined to verify UE UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement accuracy for 10 MHz under eICIC in release 11.
Discussion:


HW: When we define eICIC RSRP tests, 5 dB aggressor cell is used. So there is implicit requirement that RSRP is measured over ABS only. For E-CID, we believe there is no restriction. We would be fine with such tests if UE vendors agree. But we don’t see added value.
QC: we don’t see the need of this test. Other tests already checked UE understands the ABS pattern restriction and UE meets the Rx-Tx timing requirements in normal case. Both components have been tested, this test is redundant.

Renesas: we agree with QC’s view. The functionality has been tested already. We think this test doesn’t show too much in addition to what is known already.

E///: QC/Renesas seem to indicate that UE is using restricted subframe for E-CID. HW seems to indicate that UE could use all subframes. We need to clarify.


Renesas: if a UE wasn’t able to track serving cell DL timing properly, not only E-CID will break but other functionality will also be broken. The note is clear that UE is not restricted to use the ABS pattern.


QC: a super UE might could achieve accuracy using non-ABS as well. 

E///: we are concerned that some implementation will degrade the performance of E-CID.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126570
E-CID Test Case List for eICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper provides a list of test cases for UE Rx-Tx time difference test cases with eICIC

Discussion:



QC: the reduced tests also seem to suggest a functionality test. Again, this functionality is already verified in other tests.


E///: in rel-9, the condition is different.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126675
Clarification of the TDM pattern conditions





36.133
  CR-1560  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU, Samsung

Abstract: 

Clarifying the UE assumptions regarding the TDM pattern in eICIC for UE Rx-Tx measurements, to align with other measurements with eICIC.

The requirements in this section apply for UE configured with a time-domain measurement resource restriction pattern for PCell measurements, provided that also the following additional conditions are fulfilled:


The time domain measurement resource restriction pattern configured for the PCell indicates at least one subframe per radio frame for performing the PCell measurements, and


Four symbols containing CRS are available in all subframes indicated by the time domain measurement resource restriction pattern.
Discussion:



HW: the description of TDM resources is reusing that of RSRP. E-CID configuration could be different from RSRP pattern.


E///: we are clarifying the condition of which the requirements apply, not the exact pattern.

HW: would like to have editorial changes.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126937



R4-126937
Clarification of the TDM pattern conditions





36.133
  CR-1560  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU, Samsung

Abstract: 

Clarifying the UE assumptions regarding the TDM pattern in eICIC for UE Rx-Tx measurements, to align with other measurements with eICIC.

Discussion:
 Revised to R4-126947


R4-126947
Clarification of the TDM pattern conditions





36.133
  CR-1560  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU, Samsung

Abstract: 

Clarifying the UE assumptions regarding the TDM pattern in eICIC for UE Rx-Tx measurements, to align with other measurements with eICIC.

Discussion:





Decision:
 Withdrawn



R4-126952
Clarification of the TDM pattern conditions





36.133
  CR-1560  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU, Samsung

Abstract: 

Clarifying the UE assumptions regarding the TDM pattern in eICIC for UE Rx-Tx measurements, to align with other measurements with eICIC.

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed



R4-126677
Clarification of the TDM pattern conditions





36.133
  CR-1561  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU, Samsung

Abstract: 

Clarifying the UE assumptions regarding the TDM pattern in eICIC for UE Rx-Tx measurements, to align with other measurements with eICIC.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126948



R4-126948
Clarification of the TDM pattern conditions





36.133
  CR-1561  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU, Samsung

Abstract: 

Clarifying the UE assumptions regarding the TDM pattern in eICIC for UE Rx-Tx measurements, to align with other measurements with eICIC.

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



5.2.2
UE Demodulation/CSI [eICIC_LTE-Perf]

R4-126144
Correction of power allocation for eICIC performance requirements (Rel-10)





36.101
  CR-1456  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 
Discussion:



Renesas: OK with the changes. We should have changes in together with the “clean-up” CR from E/// to make it clear.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126145
Correction of power allocation for eICIC performance requirements (Rel-11)





36.101
  CR-1457  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126774
Applicable OFDM symbols of Noc_2 for PDCCH/PCFICH ABS-MBSFN test cases





36.101
  CR-1512  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

Change the applicable OFDMs of Noc_2 for PDCCH/PCFICH ABS-MBSFN test cases

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126949
Applicable OFDM symbols of Noc_2 for PDCCH/PCFICH ABS-MBSFN test cases





36.101
  CR-????  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

Change the applicable OFDMs of Noc_2 for PDCCH/PCFICH ABS-MBSFN test cases

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


5.2.2.1
RI tests [eICIC_LTE-Perf]

R4-126141
Further discussion on eICIC RI testing





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

· Proposal: Select Opinion 1 at 0dB to set the additional test point.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126142
CR on eICIC RI testing (Rel-10)





36.101
  CR-1454  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126791



R4-126791
CR on eICIC RI testing (Rel-10)





36.101
  CR-1454  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126143
CR on eICIC RI testing (Rel-11)





36.101
  CR-1455  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126163
Simulation results for eICIC  RI tests





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

In RAN4#64bis meeting, eICIC RI reporting was discussed further. In order to investigate the test stability, two options were defined. In this contribution, we provided the simulation results for both two options. According to these results, some relevant

Discussion:



Decision: 





R4-126245
Further investigation on eICIC RI tests with different interference and noise levels





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

In RAN4 #64bis, RAN4 further studied eICIC RI tests. The required throughput ratio for Test 2 was decided but whether to introduce Test 1 or not was not agreed yet even after discussing solution options like HARQ retransmission or CQI biasing [1]. Now RAN

Proposal 1: Introduce Test 1 with 
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 and use low SNR test point.
Proposal 2: Do not introduce Test 3.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126289
Investigation on Rel-10 eICIC RI test 1 and 3





Source: NEC

Abstract: 

In this paper, we present some simulation results on Rel-10 eICIC RI test 1 and 3. We discuss the necessity of introducing those tests and possible requirements.

Proposal 1: For test 1, we suggest the minimum Gamma_1 to pass the test to be 0.85 at SNR = 0 dB
Proposal 2: For test 3, we suggest the minimum Gamma_1 to pass the test to be 0.9 at SNR = 0 or 20 dB.
Proposal 3: Only one of test 1 and 3 should be introduced as itroducing both are redundant. Test 3 would be better choice.
Discussion:



HW: figure 2 indicates that gamma_1 is overlapping gamma_12. Could you please clarify?


NEC: gamma_2 is overlapping with gamma_12.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126299
Further simulation results for Rel-10 eICIC RI Test 1





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution we provide updated and additional results to assess the feasibility of RI Test 1 in Rel-10 eICIC.

Observation:
Interference characteristics are identical over ABS and non-ABS which could allow in principle UE estimating RI over non-ABS, hence reducing the significance of RI Test 1.
Proposal 1: 
Test RI at low SNR with Option 1, and
· Use 1 and/or 2 as requirement, where a UE passes the test whenever it meets at least one of the requirements on 1 and 2.
Proposal 2: 

Agree on a test point at SNR=0dB for Rel-10 eICIC RI Test 1.

Proposal 3: 

It is proposed to have 2 >1.0 or 1 >0.95 as requirement for Rel-10 eICIC RI Test 1.

Discussion:



QC: is gamma_2 threshold 1.0 or strictly larger than 1.0.


Renesas: 1.0

NEC: for both tests, we have issue with gamma 2.

WF: 
· Agree to adopt test 1 and gamma_1 @ 0 dB; 
· Threshold to be chosen from 0.9, 0.95
· 0.9: Intel, QC, HW, Fujitsu

· 0.95: Ericsson

· NEC: 0.85 is our proposal
· Agreements to be captured in 6791.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126447
Simulation results for eICIC RI reporting test





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

This contribution shows simulation results for eICIC RI reporting.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126533
Simulation results for RI in eICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST Ericsson

Abstract: 

Provide simulation results for RI for eICIC

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126606
eICIC RI test with low interference level





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

- Proposal: introduce the second test point with one of these options

Option 1A:  Use “test 1” with γ​2 =1.05 at 0 dB

Option 1B:  Use “test 1” with γ​1 =0.9 at 0 dB

Option 3A:  Use “test 3” with γ​2 =1.05 at 20 dB

Option 3B:  Use “test 3” with γ​1 =0.9 at 20 dB

Among the above options we prefer option 1B.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
6.
Rel-11 Work Items 

R4-126465
Further considerations on UE capabilies for release 11 in RAN4





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

Further discussion  is provided for the UE capabilities which were marked as

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.1
Technical Enhancements and Improvements  [TEI11]

R4-126410
Data browsing mode measurement uncertainty





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution we present how the uncertainty value is derived for data browsing mode.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6959

R4-126959
Data browsing mode measurement uncertainty





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution we present how the uncertainty value is derived for data browsing mode.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126411
Data browsing mode measurement uncertainty





25.914
  CR-25  (REL-11) v..





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR adds the missing hand phantom data browsing mode uncertainty values.
Discussion:



Vodafone: Why you took the maximum value and not the average from different measurements? The difference is big in some cases.
Nokia: Our expert says this is how it is defined in the TR.
Decision: 

Agreed



6.1.1
UE RF (core)  [WI code or TEI11]

Multi-clustered MPR & single CC
R4-126671
Reducing MPR for Multi-Cluster Transmissions





Source: Motorola Mobility

Abstract: 
Some errors shall be corrected.
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: We support the idea which should be reflected in specs.
LGE: What about <25 MHz? How can we specify this proposal?

Motorola Mobility: If IM5 does not falls to spurious domain then minimum mask up to 4dB would apply. We need to revise the docs to correct 25.

Qualcomm: Computation shall be clarified better. Is the number of 4dB independent of PA.?
Motorola Mobility: We enourage also other companies to simulate.

Ericsson: We need to think also from system performance point of view. 
Decision: 

Revised in 6858

R4-126858
Reducing MPR for Multi-Cluster Transmissions





Source: Motorola Mobility

Abstract: 
Some errors shall be corrected.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126134
CR for general MPR mask for multi-clustered transmission in single CC





36.101
  CR-1453  (Rel-11) v..





Source: LG Electronics

Abstract: 

This contribution is CR for removing square bracket in MPR mask equations in Rel-11 TS36.101 cat F.
Discussion:



Chair: Version shall be 11.2.0 in the cover sheet.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126717
CR for MPR  for multi-cluster transimission in single CC for rel-11





36.101
  CR-1503  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

The UE MPR mask for single CC multicluster transmissions needs to be modified to include operation of new high efficiency power amplifiers

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6783

R4-126783
CR for MPR  for multi-cluster transimission in single CC for rel-11





36.101
  CR-1503  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

The UE MPR mask for single CC multicluster transmissions needs to be modified to include operation of new high efficiency power amplifiers
Discussion:



Ericsson: Further increase of A-MPR. From high efficiency PA point of view is understandable but the system performance may be compromised. We have concerns before studying further the system impacts.
NTT DOCOMO: We have concern to specify this special function.

LGE: This is based on one company sim results only for the higher efficiency PA.

Motorola Mobility: Higher efficiency PAs are important to consider.
Renesas: Higher efficiency PAs should be included in sim results.

LGE: HE PA model, in this single CC case it is supported in Rel-11. We should revisit already agreed MPR for intra band C and inter band NC cases.

Motorola Solutions: What is the definition of higher efficiency PA?
CMCC: We want to see the benefit of higher efficiency PA, definition also in the spec.
Decision: 

Noted
Additional channel BWs

R4-126383
More considerations on additional channel bandwidths to existing bands





Source: CHTTL

Abstract: 

Various options for addition of new channel bandwidths to existing bands have been provided and discussed in the previous meeting.So far, there seems no consensus on which option would be more preferable since each has its advantages and inevitable defect
Discussion:



KT: It is better not to introduce new BWs this way due to backward compatibility issues. We should consider CA instead.
Decision: 

Noted

A- MPR for CA_38C
R4-126336
CR to capture the simulation results of A-MPR to TR36.830





36.101
  CR-1475  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, Nokia Corporation
Abstract: 

This is the CR to capture A-MPR simulation results for CA_38C. According to way forward in QingDao meeting, it was agreed to capture the simulation results after final confirmation of the A-MPR values.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126335
CR to remove the square bracket of A-MPR in TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1474  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, Nokia Corporation
Abstract: 

This is the CR to remove the [] for A-MPR value for CA_38C after final confirmation. No further update on the A-MPR value.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


NS-07 High efficiency PA
R4-126769
NS-07 Performance with High Efficiency PA





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

MPR is simulated for the difficult NS-07 case with a high efficiency power amplifier
Discussion:


Renesas: What is the defifintion of this high efficiency PA. What architecture etc?

Qualcomm: Press release in 2011 for this random envelope track PA technology.
LGE: Why 16QAM requires less A-MPR than QPSK? Have you considered multiple TX in single CC?

Qualcomm: There is more MPR applied for 16QAM. We have simulated single cluster.
Ericsson, Intel: Have you included mixer non-linearities?

Qualcomm: Yes. CIM3 is independent on PA structure, modulator impacts. 

Verizon: Why you choosed NS-07? Does the same requirement be applicable?
Qualcomm: Simulation time was one reason as we had model ready. PA meets the requirement.
Decision: 

 Noted
BW combinations
R4-126421
BW combination set table clean-up REL-11





36.101
  CR-1486  (REL-11) v..





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

Some CA configurations are missing maximum aggregated bandwidth and BW combination subset intormation
Discussion:


Nokia supported Ericsson CR
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126601
Completion of the tables of bandwidth combinations specified for CA





36.101
  CR-1498  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Completion of missing entries in the tables of bandwidth combinations for CA.
Discussion:



Ericsson: One of the yes is wrong.
Content was OK to the group.

Decision: 

Revised in 6863
R4-126863
Completion of the tables of bandwidth combinations specified for CA





36.101
  CR-1498  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Completion of missing entries in the tables of bandwidth combinations for CA.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
CA REFSENS

R4-126348
Correction of some errors in reference sensitivity for CA in TS 36.101 (R11)





36.101
  CR-1476  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Some errors exist in the reference sensitivity requirement for CA in TS 36.101 such as the reference table for PCC and SCC allocations, these errors will bring confusions for this requirement and need to correct.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


6.1.2
BS RF (core / conformance)  [WI code or TEI11]

R4-126111
Some corrections for intra-band non-contiguous spectrum operation in TS36.141





36.141
  CR-397  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

Introduction of non-single carrier operations had been agreed in R4-122192 in RAN4 62bis meeting. However, there are still some misalignments in current TS36.141. So, this CR is to correct some misalignments for non-contiguous spectrum operation in TS36.1
Discussion:



Merged with 6701
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126701
Correction of BS test configuration table





36.141
  CR-416  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR corrects some references in the test configuration column in Table 4.10-1.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6864
R4-126864
Correction of BS test configuration table





36.141
  CR-416  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ZTE
Abstract: 

This CR corrects some references in the test configuration column in Table 4.10-1.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126469
Allowing two antenna ports configuration in TAE test procedure for MIMO and Tx diversity





36.141
  CR-408  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Rohde&Schwarz, CATT,  CATR

Abstract: 

Allowing 2 antenna ports (p=0 or 1) in E-TM for time alignment error testing for Tx diversity and MIMO transmission (Relevant discussion paper in R4-125601).

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.1.3
RRM (Radio Resource Management)  [WI code or TEI11]
Wideband RSRQ
R4-126092
Wideband RSRQ Test Parameters





Source: Anritsu

Abstract: 

This discussion paper gives Anritsu's views on the parameters for a Wideband RSRQ test case. It examines the tradeoffs in a practical test case, and makes suggestions for a way forward.

· Test should measure absolute RSRQ on an inter-frequency neighbour
DCM: we need time to check the proposal of only testing inter-freq measuremens.

E///: is the proposal to only test inter-freq? agree only absolute rsrq is needed.


Anritsu: the gist is indeed to test absolute RSRQ for inter-freq
· Neighbour cell Es/Iot = -3dB
Ericsson: could you please clarify the definition of Es/Iot?


Anritsu: relative to Noc1.

· Neighbour cell (Noc2 - Noc1) = -20dB
Renesas: this might not occur in realistic deployment
· Neighbour cell Noc1 = -99dBm/15kHz and Noc2 = -119dBm/15kHz 
· Neighbour cell Noc2 region = 6RBs
Samsung: analysis assumes 50 RB measurements, which was not agreed
Nokia: share Samsung’s view.

Renesas: we are OK with 6 RB with fixed Ioc. 


Anritsu: for lower # of RBs, we need to revise the proposal.

Discussion:



QC: agree with the general analysis. If there is a fixed offset, UE could potentially cheat the test by setting a fixed offset when wideband reporting is signalled.


Anritsu: need further clarification.


Renesas: this type of UE might not work well in practice.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126130
RSRQ Issues





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this paper we discuss some issues regarding wideband RSRQ measurements and possible ways to reduce the implementation complexity.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126159
Discussion on the Test case of RSRQ measurement





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

In the previous meetings, wideband RSRQ measurement Test Case has been discussed, and some agreements were reached. In this contribution, we provide analysis on the parameters setting that will be used in the test, and provide our proposals.

Discussion:



Decision: 





R4-126327
CR for 36.133 Introduction of test cases of RSRQ WB measurement





36.133
  CR-1532  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

This CR introduce the test cases of RSRQ widerband measurement. The test parameters are picked from a relevent discussion contribution.

Discussion:



Decision: 





R4-126443
Discussion on wider bandwidth RSRQ measurement





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for approval, Rel-11, TEI11.   In this contribution, we give the wider bandwidth RSRQ measurement solutions.

Define a new IE is signaled by the network
· which informs the UE to perform wider bandwidth RSRQ measurement
· which provide measurement bandwidth candidate to UE
· The actual measurement bandwidth is up to UE implementation
Discussion:



Nokia: please clarify the difference between the LS and this proposal on the measurement bandwidth.


HW: only 1 bit boolean is not enough.


E///: the LS didn’t limit to 1 bit. Up to RAN2 for implementing the signalling to trigger the wide band measurements. No need to provide further information. 

Nokia: clarify the relationship between the signalled bandwidth and the used bandwidth.

E///: agree with Nokia. The signalled bandwidth is the “maxallowedbandwidth”, which is no different from the LS.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126466
Requirements and testing for wideband RSRQ





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

In this contribution we provide views on the parameters for testing wideband RSRQ

Proposal 1 : A normative requirement to measure with greater than 6RB measurement bandwidth when the EUTRA network signals an indication to use wideband RSRQ is added in 36.133.
Proposal 2: Settings such as N=6RB, X=6.97 dB are used for the test case 

Proposal 3: Upper test limit is derived using the nominal RSRQ for 15RB with the RAN4 tolerance for measurement accuracy added, and the lower test limit is derived using the nominal RSRQ for 50RB with the RAN4 tolerance for measurement accuracy subtracted.

Discussion:



Chair: has Anritsu’s analysis on accuracy been taken into account


Renesas: to meet the Anritsu proposal, 6-7 dB difference in RSRQ need to be achieved, which is rare.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126467
RSRQ defintion for wideband RSRQ





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss suitable measurement definitions for wideband RSRQ

Proposal 1 : Changes to measurement definitions are considered within the context of WB-RSRQ measurements only.
Proposal 2: Allow RSRP and RSSI to be measured over different set of RBs within the channel bandwidth when wideband RSRQ measurements are indicated by eNB.
Proposal 3a : The possible simultaneous configuration of wideband RSRQ is considered in RAN4 work on feICIC

or

Proposal 3b : UE measurement performance is unspecified when feICIC and wideband measurements are configured simultaneously.

Discussion:



HW: We don’t see the need to change 36.214.

E///: We agree with HW. RSRP and RSSI should be the same. We need to define condition for wideband RSRQ test.

Nokia: need to check if we are now also mandating RSRP to be more than 6 RB.

QC: Current spec is mandating that RSRP and RSSI are using the same bandwidth. 

Renesas: the intention is to de-couple these two. The proposed change could make sure this is only used when wideband RSRQ is signalled. Otherwise, there would be legacy issues as well.

Intel: we have concern on different bandwidth. However, the proposed text would have a much broader impact. Could work on revised text.


Renesas: there should not be a complexity issue. Narrow band is still allowed.

Nokia: our proposal is to clarify the spec such that definition allows RSRP narrow and wideband RSSI 

Renesas: if interpretation of current definition allows such operation, we are OK not to change spec.
E///: on combining feICIC and wideband RSRQ, the test conditions/scenarios are separately.

Nokia: we should take a look at the case of when feICIC and wideband are enabled.

QC: need to have further discussion on this.

Renesas: we could have first discussion on what’s allowed Rel-8/9 implementation.

Decision: 

Noted

R4-126488
Discussion for wideband RSRQ measurement for IDLE states





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provides wideband RSRQ measurement on IDLE mode.

· Alt 1) Introducing explicit signaling (same approach with CONNECTED state)

· Alt 2) NW indicates additional cell re-selection parameters for wideband RSRQ measurement.

· Alt 2-1) Broadcast the additional cell reselection parameters for wideband RSRQ measurement

· Alt 2-2) Additional dedicated signaling to tell NW the offset value for SIB information

· Note that whether Alt 2-1 and 2-2 should be discussed in RAN2 when agreed Alt 2.

· Alt 3) No introducing wideband RSRQ measurement for IDLE mode

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126490
Discussion for test condition on wideband RSRQ measurement





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

This contribution provides the test methodologies on wideband RSRQ measurement.

Proposal 1) The parameter N should be set to more than 6 RBs

Proposal 2) The parameter AllowedMeasBW M should be set to 10 RBs

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted.



R4-126491
LS on wideband RSRQ measurement





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Draft LS to RAN2 to tell wideband RSRQ measurement signaling

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved


R4-126984
Draft LS to GERAN2 on wideband RSRQ measurements





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Draft LS to GERAN2 to tell wideband RSRQ measurement signaling

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised  to R4-126987



R4-126987
Draft LS to GERAN2 on wideband RSRQ measurements





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Draft LS to GERAN2 to tell wideband RSRQ measurement signaling

Discussion:

Approved
Decision: 

Return to


R4-126502
Wider bandwidth RSRQ Measurements for Idle mode





Source: Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

The discussion on wider bandwidth RSRQ measurements in Idle mode state is FFS. In this paper we give our view on the need for WB RSRQ measurements in idle mode.

Observation: Support of wider bandwidth RSRQ measurements with the currently agreed 1 bit indication can only be done in E-UTRAN Connected state and CELL DCH state because the network has a per UE knowledge about the UE support.

We also discuss the idle mode issues of same feature which was left FFS in []. Based on the discussion in this paper we conclude:

Conclusion: Introduction of wider bandwidth RSRQ measurements support in idle mode is not needed

Discussion:



E///: In this paper, the reason for not introducing wideband RSRQ in IDLE state is about different releases of UEs. Current spec is already handing UEs using different measurement bandwidth. It doesn’t seem to break the network.

HW: for IDLE state UEs, maybe RSRP could be used. It’s not clear that RSRQ would provide performance gain in IDLE state.


DCM: we provided analysis of IDLE state RSRQ useage.


E///: In Rel-9, it was discussed extensively and the WG agreed to introduce RSRQ. In existing network, we are already using RSRQ. Our preference is to have wide band RSRQ.

HW: we would like to discuss how to improve the 1 bit indication.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126504
Discussion on RSRQ Measurements





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this paper we provide our views on the topic of RSRQ definition
Based on the analyses we recommend maintaining the existing definition of the RSRQ and RSSI, especially for time-domain. We see these changes to the time domain definitions of RSSI and RSRQ separate from the measurement bandwidth definitions, which RAN4 is currently analysing as release 11 enhancements. In [7] we have made our proposal how wider RSRQ measurement bandwidth could be enabled in the release 11 specifications in a controlled manner.

Discussion:



QC: the difference shown in this paper only has RSSI over data symbols, which leads to larger difference compare to the eICIC definition over whole subframe.


Nokia: We need to have thorough analysis before making changes to current definition.


E///: any change to time/frequency measuremnets, we need to have thorough analysis. E.g., dynamic range of RSRQ could be changed if definition changes.

QC: on eICIC RSSI definition, it’s likely all R10 UE will have to support this due to mandatory/FGI. Hope by R11 all R10 UE will support this.


Nokia: not clear when FGI will turn true.

Renesas: Does proposal in this paper allow change in RSSI measurement bandwidth to different from RSRP?


Nokia: could discuss the general definition.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126566
Agreements on Wideband RSRQ





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper contains the WF and agreements on wideband RSRQ.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126567
Wideband RSRQ in Low Activity States





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper proposes to define signaling for idle mode but no requirements

· Proposal 1: Explicit indication is signaled by the network to inform the UE to perform wider bandwidth RSRQ measurement in low activity states: RRC_IDLE in LTE and idle/URA_PCH/CELL_PCH/CELL_FACH states in UTRA FDD. 

· Proposal 2: The above signalling is applicable when the “AllowedMeasBandwidth” is 10 MHz or larger.

· Proposal 3: The requirements and tests for wider bandwidth RSRQ are defined only in RRC_CONNECTED state in LTE and CELL_DCH state in UTRA FDD. 

Discussion:



Nokia: have concerns on making the change without thorough analysis.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126568
Analysis of Requirements for Wideband RSRQ





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper provides figures for the parameters for defining wideband RSRQ requirements and tests.

Proposal 1: For testing it is proposed to use the following parameters: N=6 resource blocks, Allowed Measurement Bandwidth M=50 resource blocks, Ês/Iot1 = -3 dB (outside central N resource blocks) and Ês/Iot2 = 17 dB (inside central N resource blocks). With those parameter values the absolute RSRQ accuracy to fulfill is ±2.5 dB while at the same time Y becomes 4.32 dB, i.e. clearly outside the tolerance and hence provides a reasonable testability.

Proposal 2: The measurement accuracy requirements shall be applicable when 0 ≤ Io1-Io2≤4.68 dB.
Discussion:



WF: DCM to draft way forward on this topic to include:

· conclusion on the need of signalling by end of meeting
· RSRQ defintion
· working assumption on test parameters

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126793

Way forward on wideband RSRQ


NTT DOCOMO, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, Qualcomm,Samsung, Alucatel-Lucent, Intel, ZTE, Broadcom
Discussion:

Nokia: in the connected mode, is the intention to only mandate the behaviour when BW >= 10 MHz?

Decision: Revised to R4-126958
R4-126958

Way forward on wideband RSRQ


NTT DOCOMO, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, Qualcomm,Samsung, Alucatel-Lucent, Intel, ZTE, Broadcom
Discussion:

Decision: Approved
Measurements w/o gap
R4-126478
Discussion for measurements without gaps testing





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In this contribution, We discuss the method for testing of measurement without gaps.

Proposal 1) The test methodlogies of the intra-freq measurement test could be re-used for the test cases for the inter-freq/ RATmeasurement without gaps

Discussion:



E///: the recommendation is very general. Need to discuss more details. E.g., intra-freq signal level setting would consider the neighbour cell interference.

Renesas: agree with E///. 
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126479
Test specification for measurements without gaps





36.133
  CR-1539  (Rel-10) v..





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

CR for measruement without gaps testing

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126480
Test specification for measurements without gaps





36.133
  CR-1540  (Rel-11) v..





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

CR for measruement without gaps testing

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn.



6.1.3.1
Carrier Aggregation  [LTE_CA]
Insertion Loss Impact on RRM CA Requirements/Tests

R4-126082
Impact of Insertion Loss on RRM CA Test Cases





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Anritsu

Abstract: 

In this paper, we discussed impact of the degradation of reference sensitivity of CA caused by the insertion loss. Two options were presented:    Option 1: The impact of CA reference sensitivity relaxation on the test cases for CA UEs should be addressed
Thus, a TP with Option 2 for TR 36.850 was proposed for approval in the paper.  

Option 2: The impact of reference sensitivity relaxation due to insertion loss on the test cases can be neglected for inter-band CA combinations where the relaxation of reference sensitivity caused by insertion loss is 1 dB or less (FFS for CA combinations with ΔRib,c > 1dB).
Discussion:



E///: on working procedure, preference is to have the changes in the specification instead of TR.


ALU: we are OK to have it in TS.

E///: first need to define the RF core on MSD.


ALU: this is only for insertion loss without MSD, which applies to most CA combo.

QC: we agree with the technical proposal of 1 dB insertion loss.

QC: we should consider the special case of MSD, which is linked to the UL allocation as well.

Anritsu: OK with this approach.

Decision: 

Revised to R4-126950



R4-126950
Impact of Insertion Loss on RRM CA Test Cases





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Anritsu

Abstract: 

In this paper, we discussed impact of the degradation of reference sensitivity of CA caused by the insertion loss. Two options were presented:    Option 1: The impact of CA reference sensitivity relaxation on the test cases for CA UEs should be addressed
Thus, a TP with Option 2 for TR 36.850 was proposed for approval in the paper.  

Option 2: The impact of reference sensitivity relaxation due to insertion loss on the test cases can be neglected for inter-band CA combinations where the relaxation of reference sensitivity caused by insertion loss is 1 dB or less (FFS for CA combinations with ΔRib,c > 1dB).
Discussion:





.

Decision:
Agreed



R4-126083
Further Discussion of MSD Impact on CA RRM Requirements





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

In this paper, we further discussed the impact of MSD on RRM performance requirements for those CA combinations/configurations with harmonic product. It is proposed the impact be addressed by adjusting the RSRP, SCH_RP, PRP and Io levels in the RRM requir

For a UE operating with a CA configuration with harmonic product, when the uplink carrier in the lower-frequency operating band is activated, the measurement side conditions of the RSRP, SCH_RP, and PRP levels in Section 8 of “UE Measurements Procedures in RRC_CONNECTED State” and the Io levels in tables in Section 9 for RSRP, RSRQ, RSTD, Tx-Rx timing difference measurement accuracy in TS 36.133, associated with the corresponding victim downlink carrier of the higher-frequency operating band may need to be increased. The amount of the increase under for a particular band in a CA configuration under the conditions of the UL Tx lower being set to PUMAX UL Tx and operating within a specified frequency range for the uplink lower-frequency operating band (Table 7.3.1A-0b in [1]) can be determined by the difference of reference sensitivity given by Table 7.3.1A-0a and Table 7.3.1-1 in TS 36.101.
Discussion:



E///: agree MSD is not applicable in some cases. Need more discussion on this proposal.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126084
Impact of CA harmonic product on RRM Requirements (Rel-11)





36.133
  CR-1500  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

For a UE operating in a CA configuration with harmonic product, e.g., inter-band CA class A2, the receiver sensitivity may be further degraded by the impact of Maximum Sensitivity Degradation (MSD) in addition to the degradation caused by insertion loss.

Discussion:



E///: same comments as the previous document.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126838


R4-126838
Impact of CA harmonic product on RRM Requirements (Rel-11)





36.133
  CR-1500  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

For a UE operating in a CA configuration with harmonic product, e.g., inter-band CA class A2, the receiver sensitivity may be further degraded by the impact of Maximum Sensitivity Degradation (MSD) in addition to the degradation caused by insertion loss.

Discussion:



Decision:
Noted



R4-126089
CA RSRP & RSRQ test cases band dependency and Test coverage





Source: Anritsu

Abstract: 

At RAN4#64 in Qingdao a 36.133 CR R4-123732 was presented, which proposed to make CA RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy test cases band-agnostic, but was not agreed.  This discussion paper aims to summarise the key issues so that a decision can be made

As an example consider a hypothetical Band 1 UE that might fail the current CA RSRP & RSRQ tests, but would be able to pass the proposed CA Band-agnostic tests. Such a UE would have to:

a) Pass the Refsens test, providing 95% T-put on each component carrier at the lowest allowed level, Uplink active and at highest allowed power applicable to the scenario 

b) Pass the non-CA RSRP tests with RSRP 4dB above the lower side condition and Io 5.5dB above the lower side condition

c) Pass the proposed CA RSRP tests with RSRP 11dB above the lower side condition and Io 10.5dB above the lower side condition

d) Fail the current CA RSRP tests with RSRP 6dB above the lower side condition and Io 5.5dB above the lower side condition 

In our understanding, it seems unlikely that a UE could fail d), but still pass b). Although b) is not in CA conditions, the UE would also have to pass a) which is in CA condition with even lower signal levels.

Discussion:



DCM: what’s the difference between the scenarios of current and the proposed CA tests (between C and D)?


Anritsu: the proposed tests will have slightly higher RSRP levels.

DCM: is there a scenario where a UE could fail d but pass b?


Anritus: we cannot absolutely rule out UE behaviour that has significantly degraded performance such that even with higher RSRP tolerance in CA mode, it still fails the CA test and pass non-CA ase.


QC: It’s very unlikely, but there might be processing capability issue in CA. At lower RSRP level, more processing might be needed.


Renesas: the assumption in Rel-8 is that very complicated receivers (adaptive sampling rate at different SNR) is very unlikely and should not be used to define MPS.


TIM: we are still not sure how unlikely this event (pass B and fail D) would happen. Could use more time to discuss in the rest of the week.

WF: offline discussion to quantify the “very unlikely” events. operators to provide more inputs 
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126090
Making CA RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy test cases band-agnostic





36.133
  CR-1503  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Anritsu

Abstract: 

At present the CA RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy test cases have Noc and RSRP values which are band-dependent, and therefore band combination dependent. This makes the test case complicated to implement in RAN5 when Test Tolerances are considered.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126091
Making CA RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy test cases band-agnostic





36.133
  CR-1504  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Anritsu

Abstract: 

At present the CA RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy test cases have Noc and RSRP values which are band-dependent, and therefore band combination dependent. This makes the test case complicated to implement in RAN5 when Test Tolerances are considered. It

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126093
Band-dependent RRM requirements for CA





36.133
  CR-1505  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Anritsu, Alcatel Lucent
Abstract: 

Annex B contains normative side conditions for RRM requirements. For CA the side conditions in Annex B should be modified by a relaxation of receiver sensitivity DeltaRIB,c but there is currently no mention of this in Annex B. The text at the start of sec

“Note 1:
For a UE supporting a band combination of E-UTRA carrier aggregation with one uplink carrier configuration, if there is a relaxation of receiver sensitivity ΔRIB,c as defined in TS36.101 [5] due to the CA configuration, the RSRP measurement side condition shall be increased by the amount ΔRIB,c defined for the corresponding downlink band.”
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126094
Band-dependent RRM requirements for CA





36.133
  CR-1506  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Anritsu, Alcatel Lucent
Abstract: 

Annex B contains normative side conditions for RRM requirements. For CA the side conditions in Annex B should be modified by a relaxation of receiver sensitivity DeltaRIB,c but there is currently no mention of this in Annex B. The text at the start of sec

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126637
Refsens requirements for CA capable UE





36.133
  CR-1554  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Corrections in the core requirements capturing refsens requirements impact

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126641
Refsens requirements for CA capable UE





36.133
  CR-1555  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Corrections in the core requirements capturing refsens requirements impact

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



CA Timing offset
R4-126270
Time offset correction in CA test cases R10





36.133
  CR-1521  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LTE-RF.  The timing offset of Pcell and Scell is corrected for the CA test cases, moreover, the TAE requirements is added for the test case description.

Discussion:



Anritsu: editorial errors on Cell 1 and Cell3.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126802



R4-126802
Time offset correction in CA test cases R10





36.133
  CR-1521  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LTE-RF.  The timing offset of Pcell and Scell is corrected for the CA test cases, moreover, the TAE requirements is added for the test case description.

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126271
Time offset correction in CA test cases R11





36.133
  CR-1522  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat A, LTE-RF.  The timing offset of Pcell and Scell is corrected for the CA test cases, moreover, the TAE requirements is added for the test case description.

Discussion:



Decision:  Agreed
R4-126272
Time offset correction in CA RSTD test cases R10





36.133
  CR-1523  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LTE-RF.  The timing offset of Pcell and Scell is corrected for the CA RSTD test cases, moreover, the TAE requirements is added for the test case description.

Discussion:



Anritsu: “Maximum radio frame transmit time offset between cell2 and cell3 the cells at the UE antenna connector” should have be exact radio frame transmit time offset
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126803



R4-126803
Time offset correction in CA RSTD test cases R10





36.133
  CR-1523  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LTE-RF.  The timing offset of Pcell and Scell is corrected for the CA RSTD test cases, moreover, the TAE requirements is added for the test case description.

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed



R4-126273
Time offset correction in CA RSTD test cases R11





36.133
  CR-1524  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat A, LTE-RF.  The timing offset of Pcell and Scell is corrected for the CA RSTD test cases, moreover, the TAE requirements is added for the test case description.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126813

Meeting minutes for CA RRM ad hoc

Source: Renesas
Outcome

· No consensus on the following proposal

·  Cold start 1 requirement will be defined as 34ms with Es/Iot of the Scell >=-3dB at the time of activation 

· Support: QC, Intel, Huawei, Renesas, Broadcom, Ericsson

· Objection: Nokia

· Nokia has concerns 

· Negative impact on UE because the network side would keep the UE in activated state.

· Scenario 4 is not taken into account

· Working assumption is to adopt code start 1 requirement of 34 ms with Es/Iot of the SCell >=3 dB at the time of activation.

· No consensus on :

·  Not to define warm start  requirement differently from cold start 2

· Support: Huawei, Renesas, Huawei, Intel, Samsung, CATT, Broadcom

· Objection: Nokia

· Nokia has concerns:

· Long activation delay could impact network configuraiotn and lead to UE being configured in the activated state.

· Working assumption is Not to define warm start  requirement differently from cold start 2.

Decision:
Agreed
SCell activation

R4-126125
SCell Activation Delay Requirements





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this paper we present our view on SCell activation time. We propose 32ms for the worst case and not to define any requirements for warm start

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126265
Discussion on Scell Activation and Core Requirements in 36.133





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-11, LTE_CA.   Based on the previous agreed WF, we discusse the T0, T1,T3 values in this contributions; moreover, the impacts on the RAN1, RAN2 and RAN4 specifications are proposed.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126266
Scell Activation Requirements for secondary component carrier with deactivated SCell R10





36.133
  CR-1519  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat F, LTE_CA  In this CR, the Scell activation requirements for secondary component carrier with deactivated Scell is introduced.

Discussion:



E///: need time to check.

QC: we would like to have 24 ms also captured in the spec. would come back next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126267
Scell Activation Requirements for secondary component carrier with deactivated SCell R11





36.133
  CR-1520  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat A, LTE_CA  In this CR, the Scell activation requirements for secondary component carrier with deactivated Scell is introduced.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126268
WF on warm start and cold start requirements in CA





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-10, LTE-CA.   In this contribution, we provides the wayforward on activation/deactivation time in CA.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126269
LS reply on activation time in CA





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for LS out. Rel-10, LTE-CA.   This LS provides the reply on the activation time in CA to RAN1.

Discussion:



DCM: ran1 spec needs modification

Intel: the wording is not clear. The “action time” refers to the earliest time or exact time?
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126286
The correction for band 4-12 combination requirements in 36.133





36.133
  CR-1531  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat F, LTE_CA_B4_B12-Core.  In the CR, the requirement for CA band 4 and band 12 combination is corrected.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn


R4-126364
Further discussion on SCell activation delay





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

The document discussed the SCell activation Time, and values for T0, T1, T3 are proposed as following:  ´éƒ
T0 = [3]measCycleSCell When non-DRX is used and T0 = MAX{[3]measCycleSCell, [3](DRX Cycles)} when DRX is used;  ´éƒ
T1 = [14] ms for intra-band CA

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126439
Considerations on activation time for CA





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our consideration on the requirement of activation time. Also, further consideration about the pre-activation is also proposed.

Discussion:



Proposal 1: Defining the warm_start activation delay as same as cold_start2, i.e., T1 = 24ms.  

Proposal 2: Defining whether the timing is known or not according to the how long the time period between sending Configuration RRC command and sending activation MAC command is, e.g. 5 measurement cycles.  

Proposal 3: Do not define the activation delay requirements for cold_start1. 
Proposal 4: UE starts CQI reporting and sCellDeactivationTimer at n+8, starts PDCCH monitoring on the SCell, PDCCH monitoring for the SCell and SRS transmission on the SCell at n+x.

Intel: why doesn’t the timer starts from n+command received


SS: n+8 allows processing of command.
Proposal 5: x denotes the subframe whichever comes first between when the first real CQI is reported or when SRS is transmitted. SRS on the SCell is transmitted at the first SRS opportunity after RF is ready. 

DCM: SRS transmission might cause interference to other UEs.

QC: SRS is configured before the activation command, so a UE could transmit SRS.


SS: share similar view as QC. RRC configuration should include the SRS transmission.


MM: this doesn’t apply to DL only CA.
Proposal 6: To send an LS to RAN1 and RAN2 to inform RAN4 decision on the issue.

QC: we are in support of this proposal. Could have more detailed discussion on the numbers. 

SS: we could modify proposal 2 and 5 to take into account of further discussion.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126452
Draft LS on activation time and pre-activation in CA





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

This draft LS out provides the RAN4 agreements regarding the activation delay and pre-activation in CA.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126464
Proposals for completion of work on SCell activation timing





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

We provide analysis related to the WF on Scell activation delay, R4-126025
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126492
LS on CA activation/ de-activation time





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Draft LS on CA activation/ de-activation time

Discussion:



MM: does DCM propose UE to send CQI between n+8 and n+34 to PCell valid, SCell “out of range”? WE don’t believe it’s necessary to send SCell CQI out of range.


DCM: if the delay is very large, then network will not allocate resource; if the delay is small, then network could start scheduling.


MM: if UE starts activation, then a valid SCell CQI should be sent.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126824



R4-126824
LS on CA activation/ de-activation time





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Draft LS on CA activation/ de-activation time

Discussion:




Decision:
Withdrawn



R4-126498
Scell activation time discussion





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this paper we give our further view on the Scell activation time with focus on the cold start of an Scell for CA as well as the impact of long activation time delays.

Discussion:



In this paper we discuss the blind configuration and activation times. Based on the discussion we propose a definition of a blind activation.

Definition 1: Cold start 1 is determined as: UE is configured blindly with an Scell – i.e. network has not received any measurement report from the UE including measurements related to the SCell prior the actual configuration - and the Scell configuration is followed by an activation command also prior to the UE reporting the Scell.
The blind configuration and activation should not be used for setting the baseline requirements for Scell activation delay requirements, but instead they should be based on a scenario where UE has detected and reported the Scell prior the activation. The blind configuration and activation could be handled as a note in the specification.

Proposal 1: It is proposed that the requirements related to SCell activation are based on scenario where UE has detected and reported the Scell prior the activation. 
Observation 1: The scenario where network configures and activates a SCell blindly (cold start 1) should be handled by a note referring to existing minimum requirements for cell detection.
Based on our current understanding it does not seem that more than 8ms is needed for the warm start and it also should be possible to achieve delay of 8ms in case of cold start 2. Therefore it is proposed to determine (keep) the requirement at 8ms.

Proposal 2: It is proposed that the requirements for SCell activation is kept as 8ms starting from the subframe where the command is received. 
Finally we would like to raise our concern regarding allowing long activation delay in connection with Scell activation.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126572
SCell Activation Delay in CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


CA RSTD
R4-126643
On interruption with RSTD measurements for CA UEs





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Addressing the impact of interruptions when RSTD measurements are configured

· Proposal 1: The UE may cause interruption on the PCell due to the RSTD measurements of up to [0.5%] of missed ACK/NACK, provided that the PRS periodicity, Tprs, is greater than or equal to [640] ms. No interruption is allowed when the PRS periodicity is below [640] ms.
HW: we had earlier proposal on this in Oulu which was objected. Would like to understand the changes.


E///: the earlier proposal was different.
· Proposal 2: If the UE is configured for RSTD measurements on cells belonging to SCC with deactivated SCell and also with a measCycleSCell for performing E-UTRA carrier aggregation measurements as defined in Section 8.3 on the same SCC as for the RSTD measurements, then the allowed interruption on the PCell is the maximum of the interruption due to E-UTRA carrier aggregation measurements specified in Section 8.3 and the interruption due to the RSTD measurements on SCC.
HW: when both measurements and RSTD are configured, the loss could be doubled.

E///: we should minimize the loss and take inputs from operators.

Renesas: there could be mix of measurements and RSTD measurement cycles, which causes more glitches. Should have more analysis on this. 
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126645
Interruption with RSTD measurements for CA UEs





36.133
  CR-1556  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Addressing the impact of interruptions when RSTD measurements are configured

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126652
Interruption with RSTD measurements for CA UEs





36.133
  CR-1557  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Addressing the impact of interruptions when RSTD measurements are configured

Discussion:



Decision: 

Not treated.

Test coverage for CA RRM

R4-126574
Approach for defining RRM Test Cases for 20 MHz in CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

· All CA tests currently defined for 10 MHz per CC are also developed for 20 MHz per CC for both FDD and TDD; they are introduced in release 10.

· The RRM tests should not be linked to any particular type of CA. Rather CA capable UE should pass the CA tests according to its BW capability.
· CA capable UE supporting more than one BW set (e.g. 10 MHz per CC and also 20 MHz per CC) is tested only according to one of its supported BW set. This could be captured as note in TS 36.133.  
· RAN4 agrees on CA RRM test case list (i.e. for 20 MHz channel per CC) in this meeting. 
Discussion:



Renesas: is the intention to have the 20 Mhz test cases only for UEs who do not support 10 MHz on either PCell or SCell


E///: yes.

Chair: what’s the proposal for < 10 MHz?


E///: we would need to define new test cases if those CA band combinations are introduced. There could also be 15+15 UEs that does not support 10+10.

HW: this approach might not be scalable. Need more time to check.


E///: this also apply to Rel-10, so we should decide soon. Would welcome new solutions.

WF: Take inputs on different approaches until January. If no new solutions are identified, this proposal would be accepted as the working assumption.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126575
RRM Test Case List for 20 MHz in CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.1.4
UE demodulation performance  [WI code or TEI11]
R4-126795

Meeting minutes for CA and eDL-MIMO demod ad hoc

Source: Intel
Decision: Approved
R4-126139
UE performance requirements for high band under high speed scenario





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126140
Way forward on UE demodulation performance for high frequency band under high speed scenario





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126804



R4-126804
Way forward on UE demodulation performance for high frequency band under high speed scenario





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed


R4-126211
Introduction of TM3 demodulation test in high Doppler channel





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our view on the introduction of TM3 demodulation test in high Doppler channel and initial simulation results.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126642
High Doppler test





Source: Ericsson/St-Ericsson

Abstract: 

It is proposed to keep defining tests in a band independent manner by fixing the Doppler rather than the speed value. Our simulation results show that an enhanced noise estimator is not necessarily needed. If the goal is to introduce new tests to prevent

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.1.4.1
Carrier Aggregation  [LTE_CA]
R4-126935

Correction of test configuraitons and FRC for CA demodulation with power imbalance

Source: Ericsson
Rel-10 CR

Decision: Agreed
R4-126936

Correction of test configuraitons and FRC for CA demodulation with power imbalance

Source: Ericsson
Rel-11 CR

Decision: Agreed
Test coverage for CA Demod
R4-126673
Test coverage for new band combinations





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

This document discussed the issues about how to cover the potential band combination cases in the future with the existing CA test configuration and requirements.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126137
Analysis of bandwidth coverage for CA UE demodulation performance





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126138
Way forward on bandwidth coverage for CA UE demodulation performance





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:

Revised to R4-126805
R4-126805
Way forward on bandwidth coverage for CA UE demodulation performance





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Discussion:



Xizeng: I would like to thank Stefania for her support, and my staff.….

Rensas: Could also consider Rel-10 CQI test with OCNG. Other approach could be considered for Rel-11 and beyond.

NSN: we need more time to check the details.
Decision:
Agreed



R4-126209
Evaluation of FRC options for CA power imbalance test





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

 In RAN4 #64bis, there were further discussions on how to determine test point for CA power imbalance test based on collected simulation results from various companies. As pointed out in [1], existing fixed reference channel (FRC) has the problem that cod

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126212
Bandwidth combination for CA demodulation test





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our view on bandwidth combination coverage for CA demodulation test.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126474
Proposal on CA demodulation test for more bandwidth combinations in Rel-11





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss and propose the way forward on CA demodulation test for Rel-11 for more bandwidth combinations.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



Power Imbalance
R4-126136
Further evaluation for CA PDSCH with power imbalance





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126247
Further consideration about CA power imbalance test





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

In the RAN4 meetings, a way forward to seek the proper FRC to determine the testing points for CA power imbalance test was agreed. In this contribution some evaluation results for these proposed options and further consideration on this open issue are pro

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126436
Simulation results for intra-band CA power imbalance with new FRCs





Source: CMCC

Abstract: 

In previous RAN4 meetings, interested companies provided their own simulation results for CA PDSCH with power imbalance based on [1].  Three observations can be listed in the following:  ÔÇó
A big span still exists in different companiesÔÇÖ simulation res

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126451
Simulation results for CA power imbalance requirement





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

This document shows simulation results for CA demodulation performance with power imbalance.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Not treated



R4-126472
Simulation results of new FRC proposals for power imbalance test under CA





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we provide the alignment results of new FRC proposals on power imbalance tests for both FDD and TDD.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126473
Summary of alignment results for new FRC proposals on power imbalance test for CA





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

This gives the summary results from all the interested companies for alignment purpose on the power imbalance test.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126669
Simulation results for CA power imbalanced cases





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

This document presented the simulation results for CA power imbalanced cases based on the assumption agreed in the way-forward.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.1.4.2
DL-MIMO enhancements for LTE-A  [LTE_eDL_MIMO]

R4-126156
Correction on FRC table





36.101
  CR-1458  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides correction on FRC table.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126157
Correction on FRC table





36.101
  CR-1459  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides correction on FRC table.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126192
Adding references to the appropriate beamforming model (Rel-9)





36.101
  CR-1462  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

Add in the TM-7/8 minimum requirements the references to the appropriate beamforming model.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126193
Adding references to the appropriate beamforming model (Rel-10)





36.101
  CR-1463  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

Add in the TM-7/8/9 minimum requirements the references to the appropriate beamforming model.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126194
Adding references to the appropriate beamforming model (Rel-11)





36.101
  CR-1464  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

Add in the TM-7/8/9 minimum requirements the references to the appropriate beamforming model.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.1.5
BS demodulation performance   [WI code or TEI11]

R4-126102
CR 36.141: Conformance test requirements of PUCCH format 2 with DTX detection





36.141
  CR-394  (REL-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126581
Replace TBD with final requirements for PUCCH format 2 with DTX detection





36.141
  CR-410  (rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of already approved requirement values + test tolerance into the requirement table.

Discussion:



Technically agreeable. Check with Issam on procedure of overlapping CRs.

This CR replaces previous CR 379 in R4-125892
Decision: 

Agreed


6.1.6
UE OTA conformance testing methodology - LME Free Space test  [UEAnt_FSTest]

R4-126100
Corrections to Random Uncertainty for LME





25.914
  CR-24  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

The random uncertainty was changed to specific that the measurement set is carried out in mid channel of lowest and highest frequency bands utilized by the testing lab for LME.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126205
Proposal for LME LEE TRP requirements





Source: Vodafone, Orange, Telecom Italia
Abstract: 

Proposal for LME LEE TRP requirements
Discussion:



Nokia: How have you concluded the values in table 2? 10% value is 19.2 but you propose 20 in table 2.
Vodafone: It seems reasonable compromise.

Nokia: Would the minimum value then be 17? Average value should be 19. 20 is too high value.

Vodafone: That could be for band 1 but not for band 8. 20 dB is reasonable value.
Intel: Taken into account tolerances it is impossible to achieve proposed value.

Vodafone: We should be causious on what we compare. There is no conflict between 2 values.

Ericsson: The value is too high. The impact shall be captured.

Vodafone: There are no other proposals on the table. This is discussed for long time. How to proceed?

ZTE: We have provided our proposals 2 meetings ago. This is too high for us.

To be discussed in the next meeting
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126206
Proposal for LME LEE TRS requirements





Source: Vodafone, Orange, Telecom Italia
Abstract: 

Proposal for LME LEE TRS requirements
Discussion:



Vodafone: Values are significantly lower than in previous proposal.
Intel: REFSENS in 25.101 are more relaxed compared to this.

Telecom Italia: Comparing conducted and OTA is not trivial. Conducted are measured at extreme conditions.

CATR: Is this based on diversity on?

Vodafone did not know but thought it does not matter.

Nokia: Requirements are applicable to both div and non-div cases.
Vodafone: We need to check. This is evaluation of measurements.

To be discussed in the next meeting
Decision: 

Noted



6.1.7
Geographically separated antenna and impact on UE demod/CSI requirements   [TEI11]
R4-126905
Way forward on non Quasi colocated antennas/CoMP




Source: Ericsson, STE, et al.

Decision: Agreed
R4-126945
Complementary way forward on Quasi colocated antennas and CoMP






Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

QC: we are OK with this way forward.

QC: we would like to note that even if a UE could correct 300 Hz offset in the simulations, it doesn’t imply that the test case will be defined for that frequency offset.

Decision: Agreed
R4-126794

Meeting minutes for geographically non-collocated antennas ad hoc

Source Huawei
Timing offset [-0.5, X], X will be either 2 or 2.4 us will be discussed in next meeting.
· Support: Ericsson, Samsung, Renesas, NEC, DCM
· Object: QC, Broadcom, LG

Ericsson: we believe this is more of a network issue rather than UE issue. Would like to see technical justification on why this offset could not be agreed.

Decision:Agreed
R4-126661
Way forward for definition of performance requirements for Comp and Quasi colocated antennas





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document provides a way forward on how to handle the definition of performance requirements for Comp and for non Colocated antennas

The proposed way forward is as such:

1. Decide timing offsets and frequency errors which the UE can tolerate for the definition of the performance requirements. Proposals in separate papers. 
QC: prefer to define tests that could differentiate good and bad UE instead of testing how much a UE can tolerate

E///: UE requirements will also consider the deployment freedom.


QC: for large allocation, there might be a larger tolerance. For small allocation, there might be less tolerance. The tolerance is different from each condition, we should target differentiating UEs.


NSN: could you please clarify “good” UE and “bad” UE.


QC: good UE means it correctly implement the dynamic TP repointing – Behavior B.


E///: our simulation results indicate there are some typical time/frequency offsets could be tolerated at most SNR ranges.
2. Define PDSCH performance requirements for TM 10 with Behaviour B. Wait for RAN 1 decision to decide whether to include also PDSCH performance requirements for TM10 with behaviour A. 

3. Requirements need to make sure that the UE follows the correct implementation.

4. PDSCH performance requirements should be defined at least for the minimum UE capability (single CSI-process, Comp feature group 7-0).  It is preferable to add PDSCH tests with the maximum UE capability (4 CSI-processes, Comp feature group 7-1) to test correct rate matching UE capability and additional Comp scenarios. 

5. CSI reporting should be tested according to the UE capability (single CSI-RS process reporting or multiple CSI-RS processes reporting).
QC: typical use case of CoMP is DPS, which involves multiple TPs. We could choose some test cases to cover 7.0.


E///: Prioirty on 7.1 does not reflect the minimum capability. Should focus on the minimum capability 7.0.


Renesas: Agree with E/// since 7.0 is the minimum capability. If we only test 7.1 then we have no test for UEs with capability 7.0.


NSN: prefer to test 7.0


QC: We will define test cases for 7.1 eventurally. RAN4 should define generic test case for 7.1, then 7.0 could be tested with 1 CSI reporting process.


E///: If we define tests 7.0, then all CoMP UEs could pass the test. 
6. We can consider further the details of the test set up in the context of Comp WI.   

Renesas: should discuss how to avoid duplication of CoMP and this item.


Chair: the work item code for all future CRs will be CoMP if we are talking about UEs with capability 7.0 and 7.1. will merge the discussion in the future.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126218
UE demodulation performance in non-colocated antenna deployments





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide simulation results for UE demodulation performance in the presence of timing or frequency error in non-colocated antenna deployment.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126792



R4-126792
UE demodulation performance in non-colocated antenna deployments





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide simulation results for UE demodulation performance in the presence of timing or frequency error in non-colocated antenna deployment.

Discussion:





Decision:
Noted



R4-126255
Investigation of UE performance degradation due to timing offset between transmission points





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

The paper evaluates the impact on UE performance due to timing offset between TPs and methods to reduce the performance loss.

Observation 1: Physical channel performance loss due to positive timing offsets can be effectively reduced by frequency domain timing offset compensation.

Observation 2: Performance degradation due to negative timing offset can be removed by selecting the FFT window based on TP with earlier arrival time.

Proposal 1: Have further discussion on the feasibility of UE behavior in Table 1 and whether similar behavior can be assumed in determining UE requirements.
Discussion:



HW: do you assume FFT boundary based on CSI-RS or CRS?


Intel: the window is based on earliest arrival path, hence could be either CRS or CSI-RS


HW: if the first arrival path is based on CSI-RS, the PDCCH performance would also be checked with timing correction.


Chair: this implies the performance of non-TM10 channels  might also need to be checked
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126256
Investigation of UE performance degradation due to frequency offset between transmission points





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

The paper evaluates the impact on UE performance due to frequency offset between TPs and methods to reduce the performance loss.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126300
Simulation results for UE performance in non-quasi-colocated antenna deployments





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution we provide simulation results for UE performance in non-colocated antenna deployments following the agreed evaluation framework.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126390
Discussion on impact of timing error due to non-co-located antennas





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides discussion on impact of timing error due to non-co-located antennas

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126393
Discussion on impact of frequency error due to non-co-located antennas





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides discussion on impact of frequency error due to non-co-located antennas.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126394
Framework document for geographically separated antenna and impact on UE demod/CSI requirements (Version 1)





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for approval. It provides framework document for geographically separated antenna and impact on UE demod/CSI requirements.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126422
Discussion and simulation results for timing offset on non-collocated antennas





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we discuss and  provide simulation results for timing offset on non-collocated antennas.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126424
Discussion and simulation results for frequency offset on non-collocated antennas





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we discuss and provide simulation results for frequency offset on non-collocated antennas.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126470
Considerations on the non-collocation test cases





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we bring the considerations on the non-collocation test cases and CoMP test cases.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Not treated



R4-126650
Performance results for timing offset under non colocation assumptions





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document provides our simulation results on the sensitivity of the performance when the average receive timing observed for CRS and DM-RS/CSI-RS varies from -2 to 2musec, according to the agreed assumptions.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126655
Performance results for frequency error under non colocation assumptions





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document provides our simulation results on the sensitivity of the performance when  CRS and DM-RS/CSI-RS are affected by different frequency error in the range 0-200Hz for DM-RSs and CSI-RS.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126773
Simulation results for UE performance in non-colocated antenna





Source: LG Electronics

Abstract: 

This contribution provides UE performance in non-coloated antenna deployment basee on scenario Behavior B.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


6.1.8
Operating bands (UTRA/E-UTRA)  [WI code or TEI11]
Band 41 Japan
R4-126244
On clarification of Japanese regulation on 2.5GHz TDD BS requirement





Source: SOFTBANK MOBILE

Abstract: 

This paper is intended to provide answers to the questions raised on Band 41 in Japan in the last RAN4 meeting.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126554
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





36.101
  CR-1488  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR incorporates UE co-existence requirements between Band 41 and other 3GPP bands considering that just a part of Band 41, 2545-2575MHz will be utilized in this region
Discussion:



Softbank: Something happened after last meeting so KDDI may have some interest in LTE. We like to postpone the decision until the next meeting.
Ericsson: Is the range of AXPG band changed then?

Softbank: We like to confirm with Japanese operators and Japanese regulatory body before moving on.

Ericsson: We have introcude already changes to BS specifications. Do we need to take those out?

Softbank: If no problem in RAN4 then we are OK but we need to discuss internally in Japan.

Qualcomm: We need to be causious on what we add to the co-existence tables. Introducing new test case would increase the test time.
Ericsson: What is the criteria when to add UE-UE co-ex requirements?

Qualcomm: Certain regulatory requirements.
Softbank: Chinnese government has also chosen band 41 for TDD.

CMCC: China will adopt band 41 to TDD so co-existence requirements need to be introduced. We like to postpone this topic to the next meeting.
Ericsson: Shall we take everything together?

Softbank: For UE to UE there is no requirementst in Japan and China. BS is different.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126555
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





36.104
  CR-360  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR corrects the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:



NSN: Some wording could be improved. Consequence if not approved too.
Huawei: We have concern on changing the note.
Ericsson: It is important to specify where the req apply. We need to avoid extra testing.
Huawei: BS need to declare the supported band.

Ericsson: You could have Band 41 BS for the whole band. We don’t have Japanese band 41.

Decision: 

Revised in 6865



R4-126558
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





36.141
  CR-409  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR correct the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:



NSN: 6.7.2 look empty and we should add information to that.
Decision: 

Revised in 6866



R4-126559
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





37.104
  CR-114  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR correct the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6867



R4-126561
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





37.141
  CR-176  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR correct the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6868


R4-126865
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





36.104
  CR-360  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

This CR corrects the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:


Huawei: We have concern regading the note. It is too restrictive and not needed.

Ericsson: It is applicable just for this range, not for the whole band.

Huawei: Japan is not mentioned in the note. Why do you want to be so specific with the note.

Ericsson: In BS specs we try not to mention region. If it is OK for Huawei to mention Japan we can do that. There is only one operator needing this. Without the note the req will be applicable within whole band and with all channel BWs.

Huawei: This is not sufficient testing approach for the BS mentuioning channel BWs.

Ericsson specify req for speficifc operator.

Softbank: We are OK to postpone the decision to next meeting but please provide counter proposal for the next meeting.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126866
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





36.141
  CR-409  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR correct the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:


Decision: 

Noted



R4-126867
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





37.104
  CR-114  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR correct the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126868
Band 41 operation in the AXPG band





37.141
  CR-176  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR correct the additional out of band emissions for Band 41 operation in the AXGP band, according to the analysis in R4-125591
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
Band 26
R4-126755
Band 26 emissions limits below the band





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses Band 26 emissions and PS UL protection

Discussion:



Ericsson: Some regulatory discussions ongoing so we can withdraw this.
Qualcomm: What regulatory discussions are ongoing?
Decision: 

Withdrawn

R4-126596
Band 26: A-MPR for 'NS_15' further simplified





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Further simplification of the A-MPR for
Discussion:



NII: There are couple of errors in these tables. <= is missing from table 2.
Verizon: We have concern on reducing test time while increasing A-MPR.

Ericsson: We can correct errors in the CR. This is in line with back off procedure. Implementation optimization can be simplified by reducing test points. Impact on increasing A-MPR is limited.
Sprint: This is good proposal to help Band 26 design.
Verizon: Real issue is the A-MPR value impacting cell coverage and capacity.

Qualcomm: We support this proposal. Simplification is needed.
Vodafone: We have concerns on this proposal. Not clear if we need to increase A-MPR.
KT: We support this.

SouthernLinc support too.

KDDI: We support reducing test points but increasing A-MPR impact operators. We should consider total benefits.

Ericsson: We need to increase A-MPR in some regions. Small allocations are not impacted on this. We maintain the UL coverage.

Motorola Solutions: We see some benfits in this. 
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126598
Band 26: modification of A-MPR for 'NS_15'





36.101
  CR-1497  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Modification of the A-MPR for
Discussion:


Verizon: We disagree changing the A-MPR value.

Ericsson: Do you disagree the simplification on the tables?

Verizon: We disagree with table which includes A-MPR values.

ALU: This change will impact also BS scheduling. Do you intend to specify this in Rel-11 time frame? 
Ericsson: We prefer to agree this for Rel-11 specification.

Back to this in the next meeting
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126767
Adding UE-UE Coexistence Requirement for Band 3 and Band 26





36.101
  CR-1510  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KT

Abstract: 

This CR is to include UE-UE coexistence requirement for Band 3 and Band 26.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
Band 27
R4-126722
Editorial corrections to Band 27 specifications





36.101
  CR-1504  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, NII

Abstract: 

The frequency ranges for Table 6.2.4-11, 6.2.4-12, and 6.2.4-13 are ambiguous.  Other editorial changes to correct and clean up the specifications for Band 27.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126768
Adding UE-UE Coexistence Requirement for Band 8 and Band 27





36.101
  CR-1511  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KT

Abstract: 

This CR is to introduce UE-UE coexistence requirement for Band 8 and Band 27 to TS36.101
Discussion:



Ericsson: We need to look in more details as there is only11 MHz separation between bands.
KT: CR can be revisited.
Motorola Solutions: Does this apply to all band 8 deployments?
KT: We can come back to this in the next meeting.

NII: Australia and Brazil have similar situation.
Decision: 

Noted
Band 28
R4-126749
Band 28 AMPR for DTV protection





36.101
  CR-1505  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR includes A-MPR for DTV protections for 5MHz channel bandwidth according to analysis in R4-125589
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126750
Band 28 UE emissions at 692-698 MHz and AMPR for DTV protection





36.820
  CR-2  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR removes the assumed emission limits for a Band 28 UE since they are not compaint with UTRA ACLR2 and modifies the A-MPR table for DTV protection
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.2
Relays for LTE  
R4-126296
Corrections on Relay backhaul link R-PDCCH performance





36.826
  CR-4  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

This is a CR for TR36.826 for Relay backhual link R-PDCCH performance and corresponding conformance test.

Discussion:



E///: is that agreeable that 37 should be changed to 35 in Table 10.2.2.1.3-1.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126806



R4-126806
Corrections on Relay backhaul link R-PDCCH performance





36.826
  CR-4  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

This is a CR for TR36.826 for Relay backhual link R-PDCCH performance and corresponding conformance test.

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed



R4-126297
Corrections on Relay backhaul link R-PDCCH performance





36.116
  CR-3  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

This is a CR for TS36.116 for Relay backhaul link performance requirement.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


6.2.1
Conformance testing (36.117) [LTE_Relay2-Perf]

R4-126623
TP for Relay Conformance Testing Updates





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper provides text proposals for approved updates to the relay conformance test specification.

Discussion:

Approved
Decision: 





R4-126627
Updated version of Relay Conformance Test Specification





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Updates to relay conformance test specification

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



R4-126634
TP for Additional Relay Conformance Testing Upates





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper provides text proposals for additional updates to the relay conformance test specification

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



6.2.1.1
Relay RF [LTE_Relay2-Perf]

6.2.1.2
Relay access performance [LTE_Relay2-Perf]

6.2.1.3
Relay backhaul performance [LTE_Relay2-Perf]

R4-126148
Correction of R-PDCCH conformance test





36.826
  CR-3  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



E///: 10.2.1.2.4.3-4: typo 
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126807



R4-126807
Correction of R-PDCCH conformance test





36.826
  CR-3  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision:
Agreed



R4-126149
Correction of relay demodulation requirements





36.116
  CR-2  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.2.2
RRM (36.133) [LTE_Relay2-Perf]
6.3
LTE Advanced Inter Band Carrier Aggregation: Class A1 (Low-High band combination without harmonic relation between bands) [LTE_CA]

R4-126517
Discussion on inter-band carrier aggregation of band 3 and band 5 with 2UL





Source: SK Telecom

Abstract: 

This contribution shows an example architecture of B3+B5 CA with 2UL and lists some discussion points on CA with 2UL.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126711
Inter-band Carrier Aggregation TR 36.850 v0.6.0





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document is the updated Rel-11 Inter-band Carrier Aggregation TR 36.850 with approved TPÔÇÖs from RAN4#64bis meeting implemented.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
Bands 4&13
R4-126775
TP for TR 36.850 (Inter-Band CA) regarding CA_4-13





Source: Verizon

Discussion:

Verizon: BW combination set is missing.

Ericsson recommended to use change marks. This is Rel-11 WI so it was originally under worng agenda 7.6.
Decision: 

Revised in 6962

R4-126962
TP for TR 36.850 (Inter-Band CA) regarding CA_4-13





Source: Verizon
Discussion:

Decision: 

Approved
6.3.1
UE RF (36.101) [LTE_CA-Core]
R4-126354
Handling of Class A1 and A5 CA combination





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In the RAN4#64bis meeting, based on [R4-125250], impact of introducing a use of a diplexer assuming ÔÇ£low < 1GHzÔÇØ and ÔÇ£high > 1.428GHzÔÇØ on the agreements in [R4-115502] was discussed, where [R4-125250] concluded that there is almost no impact on th

Proposal: Class A1 and some of Class A5 combinations can be implemented using a common diplexer. Diplexer additionally can handle Bands 11 and 21.
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO proposed to come back in the next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126697
Extending the high band diplexer to mid bands





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Evaluate the impact of extending the diplexer to cover the bands at 1.5 GHz.

Contribution do not recommend combining the mid-bands and high-bands together in the diplexer.
Discussion:



KDDI: Band 1 & 21 (Class A5) has same req as Class A1 but this want to exclude mid bands. What is the reason?
Qualcomm: Class A5 shall be considered case by case.

KDDI: Do you have concern on Band 1 & 21 combination?

Qualcomm: We can come back to that later.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126709
Considerations for single-chip implementations of carrier aggregation





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

For single-chip CA implementations, the coupling of synthesizers on the chip can lead to transient and systematic spurious products.
Discussion:



Ericsson: What are the other requirements than activation/deactivation of SCC which need to be considered?
Qualcomm: Purpose is to illustrate the problem to the goup.
Decision: 

Noted



6.3.2
BS RF (36.104) [LTE_CA-Core]

6.3.3
BS RF (36.141) [LTE_CA-Perf]

6.3.4
RRM (36.133) [LTE_CA-Core]

6.3.5
Other specifications [LTE_CA-Core/Perf]
R4-126432
Text Proposal on Coexistence Studies of Harmonics and Intermodulation Products for Band Combination (3 + 5)





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, SK Telecom

Abstract: 

The impact of Harmonics and InterModulation Distortion (IMD) products caused by LTE Advanced Base Station (BS) supporting CA of this band combination to the receiver of own or different BS was investigated in [3]. In this paper, we provide a text proposal
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved

6.4
LTE Advanced Inter Band Carrier Aggregation: Class A2 (Low-High band combination with harmonic relation between bands)  [LTE_CA]

6.4.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA-Core]

R4-126604
Exceptions to REFSENS requrirements for class A2 CA combinations





36.101
  CR-1499  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Correction of the REFSENS requirements for class A2 combinations: definitions of exceptions (normative) and conditions for verification of the requirement (informative).
Discussion:


NTT DOCOMO: What is the intention with the sentence “No req apply...”?

Ericsson: This is due to earlier agreement. We do not specify requirements for harmonics. We do not specify exceptions in that case.

KT: Change of harmonics is very limited.
NTT DOCOMO: If operator have special spectrum with harmonic issues is you intention to create a new requirement?

Ericsson: This CR is consistent with agreements with no NS-value.

NTT DOCOMO is OK if OK for other operators.

TeliaSonera: We have problems to understand notes. We need offline discussions.
Qualcomm: CR to Combination 3+8 is already agreed.
NTT DOCOMO: This says everything is not applicable.

Ericsson: Notes are self contain for these specific cases. They do not reflext any other requirements. Without notes you need to meet standard requirements.
Decision: 

Revised in 6974


R4-126974
Exceptions to REFSENS requrirements for class A2 CA combinations





36.101
  CR-1499  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Correction of the REFSENS requirements for class A2 combinations: definitions of exceptions (normative) and conditions for verification of the requirement (informative).
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
6.4.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA-Core]

R4-126219
Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.104





36.104
  CR-355  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.104
Discussion:



NSN: CR to UE specification is missing. Can we agree BS CRs.
Huawei: UE CR is submitted.
Decision: 

Agreed



6.4.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA-Perf]

R4-126220
Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.141





36.141
  CR-402  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.141

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.4.4
RRM (36.133)  [LTE_CA-Core]

R4-126224
Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.133





36.133
  CR-1513  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.133

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn


6.4.5
Other specifications  [LTE_CA-Core/Perf]

R4-126222
Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.307 (Rel-10)





36.307
  CR-94  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.307 (Rel-10)

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126223
Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.307 (Rel-11)





36.307
  CR-95  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Introduction of CA_4-12 into TS 36.307 (Rel-11)

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.5
LTE Advanced Inter Band Carrier Aggregation: Class A3 (Low-Low or High-High band combination without intermodulation problem)  [LTE_CA]

6.5.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA-Core]

Bands 8&20
R4-126705
Additional IL for Band 8 + Band 20 combination





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Insertion loss data for the quadplexer to combine bands 8 and 20 are provided.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126196
Inter-band CA for Band 8 and Band 20 implementation at the UE and required relaxations





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

This contribution presents the information received on the additional losses that a device supporting carrier aggregation of Band 8 and Band 20 may incur. It also proposes the corresponding relaxations based on the shared pain approach as already applied
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6862


R4-126862
Inter-band CA for Band 8 and Band 20 implementation at the UE and required relaxations





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

This contribution presents the information received on the additional losses that a device supporting carrier aggregation of Band 8 and Band 20 may incur. It also proposes the corresponding relaxations based on the shared pain approach as already applied
Discussion:



Qualcomm: IL is from sinlge vendor and data doesn’t reflect correct behavuior. Delta values are not in line. We can not accept this. 
Vodafone: Data reflects the average IL covering then worst and best cases. We are consisten with other band combinations. We think this is correct data.
Qualcomm: We have different understanding. Minimum requirement shall cover the worst case.

Vodafone: All other combinations have not taken the worst cases results.

Nokia: We always ask the worst case delta as this is a minimum requirement.

TeliaSonera: We could take a look data sheets offline.

Qualcomm: We can not share all proprietary data.

Renesas: We also disagree these values.

Decision: 

Revised in 6997
R4-126198
TP introducing relaxations for Band 8+20 (1UL) in 3GPP TR 36.850





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

In this contribution the proposed values in [1] are introduced in TR 36.850.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6998



R4-126201
Introduction of CA_8_20 RF requirements into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1465  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

This CR adds the necessary changes to TS 36.101 to introduce support for inter-band CA for Band 8 and Band 20.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6999


R4-126997
Inter-band CA for Band 8 and Band 20 implementation at the UE and required relaxations





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

This contribution presents the information received on the additional losses that a device supporting carrier aggregation of Band 8 and Band 20 may incur. It also proposes the corresponding relaxations based on the shared pain approach as already applied
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126998
TP introducing relaxations for Band 8+20 (1UL) in 3GPP TR 36.850





Source: Vodafone, Nokia
Abstract: 

In this contribution the proposed values in [1] are introduced in TR 36.850.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



R4-126999
Introduction of CA_8_20 RF requirements into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1465  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

This CR adds the necessary changes to TS 36.101 to introduce support for inter-band CA for Band 8 and Band 20.
Discussion:



Renesas: We are ready to agree even we do not agree everything.

Qualcomm: IL for quadplexers are very large. We do not oppose as Rel-11 is closing.

Intel: Numbers are not the way those should be but we can agree for the sake of progress.
Decision: 

Agreed
Bands 2&4
R4-126400
Additional IL for band 2+4





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

The IL data for band 2+4 collected from component vendors are presented.
Discussion:



Nokia: IL values looks surprisingly constant. Are these specific IL values from the vendors?
TMO-US: We should nclarify if trhe value is 1.00 or something else.
Decision: 

Noted


Bands 4&7
R4-126605
TP to 36.850: additional insertion loss for configuration CA_4A-7A





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Text proposal on the additional insertion loss for the configuration CA_4-7.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



R4-126607
Introduction of carrier aggregation configuration CA_4-7





36.101
  CR-1500  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of carrier aggregation configuration CA_4-7 with one UL

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


6.5.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA-Core]

Bands 4&7
R4-126718
Introduction of inter-band CA_4-7 into TS 36.104





36.104
  CR-363  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR introduces the E-UTRA inter-band CA configuration CA_4-7 for downlink aggregation of carriers to TS 36.104.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.5.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA-Perf]

Bands 4&7
R4-126719
Introduction of inter-band CA_4-7 into TS 36.141





36.141
  CR-417  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR introduces the E-UTRA inter-band CA configuration CA_4-7 for downlink aggregation of carriers to TS 36.141.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.5.4
RRM (36.133)  [LTE_CA-Core]

6.5.5
Other specifications  [LTE_CA-Core/Perf]

Bands 4&7
R4-126613
Release-independent implementation of carrier aggregation configuration CA_4-7





36.307
  CR-98  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Release-independent implementation of carrier aggregation configuration CA_4-7 with one UL

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126614
Release-independent implementation of carrier aggregation configuration CA_4-7





36.307
  CR-99  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Release-independent implementation of carrier aggregation configuration CA_4-7 with one UL

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.6
LTE Advanced Inter Band Carrier Aggregation: Class A4 (Low-Low or High-High band combination with intermodulation problem)  [LTE_CA]

6.6.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA-Core]

6.6.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA-Core]

6.6.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA-Perf]

6.6.4
RRM (36.133)  [LTE_CA-Core]

6.6.5
Other specifications  [LTE_CA-Core/Perf]

6.7
LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band 11 and Band 18 (Class A5) [LTE_CA_B11_B18]

6.7.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA_B11_B18-Core]

R4-126234
Introduction of inter-band CA_11-18 into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1468  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce requirements of CA_11-18 into TS36.101.
Discussion:



KDDI wanted to revise this and add brackets for some requirements.
Decision: 

Revised in 6869


R4-126869
Introduction of inter-band CA_11-18 into TS36.101





36.101
  CR-1468  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce requirements of CA_11-18 into TS36.101.
Discussion:



Chair: Proposed change affects should be ME. Secretary will correct that.
Decision: 

Agreed
6.7.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA_B11_B18-Core]

R4-126236
Introduction of inter-band CA_11-18 into TS36.104





36.104
  CR-356  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce requirements of CA_11-18 into TS36.101.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.7.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA_B11_B18-Perf]

R4-126240
Introduction of inter-band CA_11-18 into TS36.141





36.141
  CR-403  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce requirements of CA_11-18 into TS36.141.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



6.7.4
RRM (36.133)  [LTE_CA_B11_B18-Core]

6.7.5
Other specifications  [LTE_CA_B11_B18-Core/Perf]

R4-126243
[Rel-10] Introduction of inter-band CA_11-18 into TS36.307





36.307
  CR-96  (Rel-10) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce requirements of CA_11-18 into TS36.307 in Rel-10.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126248
[Rel-11] Introduction of inter-band CA_11-18 into TS36.307





36.307
  CR-97  (Rel-11) v..





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

Introduce requirements of CA_11-18 into TS36.307 in Rel-11.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
6.8
LTE Carrier Aggregation Enhancements   [LTE_CA_enh]

R4-126408
CA enhancements TR 36.823 v0.3.0





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This is CA enhancements TR 36.823 v0.3.0.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



R4-126770
Network impact of CA with small bandwidth





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: In some case the NW may configure the small cells and small BWs as Pcell.
TeliaSonera: Is this just for intra band or also inter band cases? We have discussed how many combinations to support.
Qualcomm: We are not talking about small cells. We focus on BW issues. We are afraid of overload for signalling. We are referning only to inter band case. In case of fragmented spectrum we don’t to consider the small BWs in UL.
Nokia: 900 GSM refarmed to LTE operators may have narroew BWs in use. Could it be more feasible to base mobility to small BW Pcell?

Qualcomm: It is going to challenging, unefficient and overloaded situation for the UL.

NTT DOCOMO: We can see some PUCCH overhead also in Scell case.
Ericsson: We have some operator scenarios where we need also smaller BWs. If we limit to 5MHz there will be implications.
Huawei: What proble are you going to solve with this? All operators do not have large BWs. There is no need for this limitation as benefits are not clear.
Qualcomm: Intention is to defrine UE and BS requirements with Pcell >= 5MHz BW. We have had similar discussions with NCT work regarding small BWs and Scell. Not all UEs are CA capable in the NW.
Sprint: We share the concern of this restriction due to some operator deployment cases.
ZTE: We should also consider small BWs.

Chair: Group is not ready to approve this limitation proposal.
Decision: 

Noted



6.8.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA_enh-Core]
AH minutes

R4-126881
Non-contiguous intraband CA UE RF Ad-Hoc Minutes





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
NC zero gap
R4-126434
NC-intraband CA zero gap





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses whether non-contiguous intraband capable CA UE is able to access contiguous intraband CA configurations.
Discussion:



Qualcomm: We don’t have position on these options.
TMO-US: This is important issue. We like option 2.

NTT DOCOMO: We would like to focus on 1UL only for Rel-11.

Nokia: This is also related to DL, not just UL.

Qualcomm: If chossing Option2 whatr is the advantage of keeping Contiguous option (C)?

Nokia: C could be subset of NC allocations. If operator has only C there is need for C option.

Qualcomm: The impact on radio architecture need to be taken into account. 
ZTE: We should make clear the definition of SB gap. We prefer option 2.
Nokia proposed companies to think this further in order to agree in the next meeting.
Decision: 

Approved
Transmitter MOP

R4-126416
NC-intraband CA MOP





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses and proposes how the maximum output power requirement should be defined for non-contiguous intraband CA.
Discussion:



Renesas: Tolerance should be the same as for UL MIMO.
Qualcomm agreed with Renesas.

Nokia: We studied already that 2PA options are not feasible. Also 2PA 2antennas option is difficult so we eneded up the single PA architecture.

Qualcomm: We still like to have possibility for 2PA option.

Nokia: Discuss further in the AH.
Decision: 

Noted
Transmitter MPR
R4-126133
General MPR mask for intra non-contiguous CA





Source: LG Electronics

Abstract: 

This contribution is discussion paper to determine general MPR mask for intra-NC CA with 2UL.
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: MPR for equal PSD is OK mut the mask need modifications to improve the spectral efficiency.
Nokia: Unequal PSD seems to require more MPR.

LGE: We simulate using egual and add some margin unequal.
Nokia: We should simulate unequal as we know it is the worse case.

LGE: Difference is very small.

Ericsson: Othre companies than LGE shows larger MPR for unequal case.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126415
NC-Intraband CA MPR simulations vs. measurements





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution presents non-contiguous intraband CA MPR simulation and measurement results.
Discussion:



LGE: Measurement requires more MPR, did you assume any margin for measurement data?
Nokia: No margins

Qualcomm: Some blocks have multi-cluster. How do you suggest moving forward?
Nokia: We can not blindly believe in these PA models while specifying MPR. Some margins are needed.
ZTE: Have you measured the performance of PA3?
Nokia: No, PA model is 3 years old.

Ericsson: We don’t nedd to re-evaluate PA  models as time is sunning out.
Fujitsu: Did you had filter when generating the PA
Nokia: No, but arbitrary signal generator was used so signal is clean.

TeliaSonera: Trend looks so that the model is right.
Renesas: We are in the process of studying different kind of PA model for the next meeting.
Fujitsu: Have you considered dynamic models?

Nokia: No
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126431
NC-Intraband CA un-equal PSD MPR





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution we present non-contiguous intraband CA MPR simulations for unequal PSD cases.
Discussion:



LGE: Did you consider multi-cluster TX in single CC? Why total number of RB allocation is used?
Nokia: We did use multi-cluster. Total number of RB allocation means smaller MPR.
Ericsson: Multi-cluster should not make big difference. We agree total number of RB allocation means smaller MPR.
ZTE: We need to aling with equal and unequal cases.
LGE: Multi-cluster is different.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126312
Contiguous allocation MPR for Non-contiguous intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we discussed the transmission power and the emission mask for only one sub-block transmission in TX. And we provided some proposals on how to define the contiguous allocation MPR for non-contiguous intra-band CA based on the simulati
Discussion:



Ericsson: Proposal 2, do you mean SEM and spur limits for single carrier case. What do you mean by contiguous allocation in case 3?
ZTE: 2CC allocated as 1CC single carrier.

NTT DOCOMO: We arev OK for proposal 1. Proposal 2 should be specific to band 25. We should have possibility to improve SEM efficiency for other cases.
Nokia: We agree with proposal 1. No need for composite SEM in proposal 2 is OK too. Proposal 3, we should not define seprate MPR for contigugous case. For NC only one mask is enough.
Qualcomm: Misunderstanding in proposal 1. We should treat NC with same approach. We disagree with proposal 2 because different masks complicate the issue.
LGE: No need to agree proposal 2. For proposal 3 we agree with Nokia.
Ericsson: We are OK with 1 and 2 but not with proposal 3. We should remember the constratin to the scheduler.

Chair: All agree with proposal 1.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126314
MPR mask for Non-contiguous intra-band CA clusters transmission





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss the required MPR for the reference transmitter architecture with clusters transmission According to the simulation result, we give a general MPR mask for non-contiguous intra-band CA clusters transmission.

Unequal as a baseline.
Discussion:



Ericsson: Only 30 MHz Gap size aassumed for 20+20 MHz case which is not enough.
ZTE: Difference will not be so high for the larger gaps.

Ericsson: Threshold is around 40 MHz for 20+20 case.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126315
TP on MPR mask for NC intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

In this text proposal, we propose how to define the general MPR mask for NC intra-band CA.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
Chair:  We will come back to MPR in the next meeting.
Transmitter Pcmax with multiple TAGs
R4-126501
Clarification of configured maximum output power for LTE CA inter-band case with multiple timing advance groups (TAGs)





36.101
  CR-1487  (Rel-11) v..





Source: InterDigital

Abstract: 

Clarification of configured maximum output power for LTE CA inter-band case with multiple timing advance groups (TAGs).
Discussion:



Ericsson: Inter band with 2UL serving cells belongs to Re-12 specification. Intra band NC could be relevant for Rel-11. No technical concerns.
Huawei: Last bullet is not in line with LS to RAN1 in last meeting.
InterDigital: It was agreed this is specific RAN4 issue. It is true 2UL is Rel-12 but core spec of other groups the multiple TAGs is included in Rel-11 specs. This is submitted in order to complete Rel-11 core spec.
Huawei: Our preference is not to mention lower Pcmax in RAN4 specifications because LS is already sent to RAN1.
Ericsson: We propose to postpone this to Rel-12. There is no problem with RAN1 and RAN4 specifications in Rel-11.
TeliaSonera: We should agree this CR if there is no technical aspects against. This has to be fixed anyway.

Ericsson: There will be no other aspects of 2UL in Rel-11 specification.
Chair: It was agreed in RAN that 2UL belongs to Rel-12.

InterDigital: RAN1 is sending LS to RAN4 this week.

Ericsson: We have no technical concern but the release. There is no other requirements for 2UL  in Rel-11if NC CA won’t cover 2UL.
InterDigital: We could cover this in the TR.

Chair: Let’s wait for RAN decision for 2UL in NC-CA and possible RAN1 LS and come back to this in the next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted

Transmitter IM
R4-126316
Transmit intermodulation for non-contiguous intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

This contribution give some proposals about  transmit intermodulation for non-contiguous intra-band CA
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126317
TP on transmit intermodulation for non-contiguous intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

This contribution gives the text proposal for transmit intermodulation for non-contiguous intra-band CA
Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO: We shoud start discussion with 1UL case.
Ericsson: This is line with our proposal last time. We support this.

Nokia: We don’t understand we can’t we agree proposals for 2UL. We support this proposal. It should be approved in case of no technical justification against.

Sprint: This is discussed for long and should be approved.

LGE: Proposal 3, CW inside gap, whether to specify requirement or not.

ZTE: Proposal 4 is for the situation inside the gap.

NTT DOCOMO wanted time to check.

Nokia: This has been available for 2 meetings already.

Chiar: To be discussed in the AH
Decision: 

Revised in 6968


R4-126968
TP on transmit intermodulation for non-contiguous intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

This contribution gives the text proposal for transmit intermodulation for non-contiguous intra-band CA
Discussion:


NTT DOCOMO: We are OK with TP but this point vout some potential issues for IM faaling to wanted carriers. We would like to study such cases.

Nokia: This is important to study and we’ll do that for the next meeting.

Ericsson: We agree NTT DOCOMO concern. Interefering signal inside the gap is not covered.
Chair: Continue studies in the next meeting
Decision: 

Approved
R4-126593
Transmitter intermodulation for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the transmitter intermodulation requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.
Transmitter ON/OFF mask

R4-126429
NC-intraband CA ON/OFF time mask





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses and proposes how the ON/OFF time mask requirement should be defined for non-contiguous intraband CA.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
Transmitter frequency error

R4-126417
NC-intraband CA frequency error





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses and proposes how the frequency error requirement should be defined for non-contiguous intraband CA.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.
R4-126594
Frequency error for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the frequency error requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
Receiver REFSENS
R4-126318
REFSENS with one 1 UL for non-contiguous intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

This contribution gives some proposals on details of how to specify 1UL REFSENS based on the agreements before doing simulations or other next work about defining REFSENS for NC-CA.
Discussion:



Ericsson: proposal 1 we prefer 3 SB gaps.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126435
NC-Intraband CA 1 UL REFSENS





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution proposes how non-contiguous intraband CA REFSENS should be defined for 1 UL case.
Discussion:



Ericsson: For SB gap range, have you considered CIM5?
Nokia: Yes

ZTE: We should fisrt agree simulation assumptions.

Nokia: We have used wrong allocation positions. Companies can able IM2 but it is implementatuion specific with no agreed value.

Ericsson: IM2 is implementation issue.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126586
REFSENS with one UL carrier for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the REFSENS requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6964
R4-126964
REFSENS with one UL carrier for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the REFSENS requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126713
Reference sensitivity for 1UL non-contiguous intra-band CA in Band 25





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

A reference sensitivity definition as a function of sub-block gap size is proposed for non-contiguous intra-band CA with 1UL in Band 25.
Discussion:



Ericsson: Figure 3, did you derive based on sim based on small allocations?
Qualcomm: Yes

Ericsson: Emission from NB carrier may be larger than in figure 3.

Sprint: TP is for generic, OK to be there. For duplex isolation, this is band specific issue for band 25.
Decision: 

Noted
Receiver ACS
R4-126321
ACS for non-contiguous intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

In this contribution we try to give further proposals on ACS for non-contiguous intra-band CA

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126322
TP on ACS for non-contiguous intra-band CA





Source: ZTE

Abstract: 

This contribution is the TP on ACS for non-contiguous intra-band CA

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126588
ACS requirements for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the ACS requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6963
R4-126963
ACS requirements for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ZTE
Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the ACS requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.

Discussion:



NTT DOCOMO had concern on interefring signal inside the gap.

Ericsson thinks it can be addressed by receiver IM requirement.
Decision: 

Approved
Receiver blocking

R4-126589
In-band blocker requirements for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the in-band blocking requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6965

R4-126965
In-band blocker requirements for NC intra-band CA





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we propose how to define the in-band blocking requirements for NC intra-band CA by introducing a draft CR to the TR 36.823 Annex A.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved

6.8.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA_enh-Core]

R4-126121
Further corrections for NC CA in LTE LA BS





36.104
  CR-354  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR further corrects specification for the NC CA operation in LTE LA BS, based on the approved R4-125945 in Santa Rosa meeting.
Discussion:


NSN: The wording could be improved e.g. for contiguous vs. non-contiguous.
Decision: 

Revised 6855

R4-126855
Further corrections for NC CA in LTE LA BS





36.104
  CR-354  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR further corrects specification for the NC CA operation in LTE LA BS, based on the approved R4-125945 in Santa Rosa meeting.
Discussion:


NSN: The wording could be improved e.g. for contiguous vs. non-contiguous.

Decision: 

Agreed


6.8.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA_enh-Perf]

R4-126120
Further corrections for NC CA in LTE LA BS





36.141
  CR-400  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR further corrects specification for the NC CA operation in LTE LA BS, based on the approved R4-125690 in Santa Rosa meeting.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126856
Further corrections for NC CA in LTE LA BS





36.141
  CR-400  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR further corrects specification for the NC CA operation in LTE LA BS, based on the approved R4-125690 in Santa Rosa meeting.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn
6.8.4
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_CA_enh-Core]

R4-126495
Discussion for receiver timing window on intra-band non-contiguous CA





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In Rel-10 CA discussion, UE receiver timing window was agreed as 31.3 usec.In this contribution, we discuss UE receiver timing window for Intra-band non-contiguous CA.

Discussion:



QC: for the intra-band CA case, why is there 30us delay difference?


DCM: we reused Rel-10 discussion for inter-band scenario 4 (RRH) to intra-band non-contiguous.


E///: extend intra-band to non-collocated case, we need to have some understanding on the deployment scenarios. We have only 1 meeting left to close the WI if we could have an extension. Should we define the requirements in Rel-12.


DCM: agree time is limited in R11. We are open for discussion.

QC: the diagram shows 1 RF front-end and 2 demod chains. This architecture will have problem due to different AGC setting.


QC: this has huge implementation implication.


MM: the reference architecture is based on 2 chain in the RF room. DCM proposal makes sense.


Renesas: we have similar understanding as MM. We need to agree on the assumptions.


QC: even though two RFFE has been used as reference, it doesn’t preclude other implementations. Furhtermore, 1 FFT implementation is not precluded.


Intel: Long receiver window should not preclude 1 FFT implementation. 


QC: it’s limited by the CP, which could not tolerate 30us offset.

QC: even for 2 CCs with narrow gap, a single RF solution would also be possible.

Intel: we generally agree with the analysis. Should we have the same requirements for inter-band and non-contiguous intra-band given the small difference in receiver window?

QC: maybe some signalling or capability indication is needed to handle this? Since some UEs use 1 FFT, then a UE will not support 30us+ timing difference. We could have signalling to differentiate.

LG: could you please clarify why 260us offset is assumed, it should be 130us.


DCM: will check offline.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126496
LS for receiver timing window on intra-band non-contiguous CA





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Draft LS for UE receiver timing window on intra-band non-contiguous CA

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.8.5
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_CA_enh-Perf]

6.8.6
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_CA_enh-Perf]

6.8.7
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_CA_enh-Perf]

6.8.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_CA_enh-Perf]
6.8.9
Other specifications  [LTE_CA_enh-Core/Perf]

R4-126600
Update CA reference to include Non Contiguous CA band combinations





37.104
  CR-115  (rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Update CA reference to include Non Contiguous CA band combinations.

Discussion:



Chair: Cover sheet should say Rel-11. Secretary will correct.
Decision: 

Agreed



6.9
Non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA operation [NC_4C_HSDPA]

6.9.1
UE Demodulation performance (25.101) [NC_4C_HSDPA-Perf]

R4-126638
Performance requirements for non contiguous carrier aggregation





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss the definition of performance requirements under non contiguous carrier aggregation. In particular we provide our view on the need of introducing testing with the addition on jammer inside and outside the gap.

Agreed 

· Assume the UE is equipped with dual receiver. 

· Keep core and performance aspects separated and not to introduce performance test under RF core test conditions 

· Do not define performance test with the addition of a jammer.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126724
Jammers on UE demodulation performance requirements





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It discusses the framework of UE demodulation performance requirements for non-contiguous 4C-HSDPA.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


6.10
Four Branch MIMO Transmissions for HSDPA [4Tx_HSDPA]

6.10.1
UE RF (25.101)  [4Tx_HSDPA-Core]

6.10.2
BS RF (25.104)  [4Tx_HSDPA-Core]
R4-126626
Pilots power accuracy





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we have provided additional the impact of the introduction of four branch MIMO on BS core requirements, in particular for the pilot power accuracy. It is proposed to reuse the legacy accuracy requirements.
Discussion:



Qualcomm: We are not OK with proposal 4. We can not express that in specification.
Ericsson is ready to remove that for the CR.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126630
Relative Code Domain Error





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this paper we have discussed the RCDE requirements for 4x4MIMO. The following is concluded. Proposal 1: Existing RCDE requirements of -21dB corresponds to 8.9% EVM. It is proposed to reuse the existing RCDE requirements for 64QAM= -21dB for four branch
Discussion:



Qualcomm: We need to see the performance impact.
Ericsson: Applying the same EVM will correspond to equivalent composite EVM: Do you expect completely different degradation compared to LTE. Why in HSPA the value should not be applicable.
Qualcomm: We could discuss offline
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126632
Introduction of 4X4MIMO





25.104
  CR-642  (REl-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR introduces 4 branches MIMO in the core specification
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6906

R4-126906
Introduction of 4X4MIMO





25.104
  CR-642  (REl-11) v..





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR introduces 4 branches MIMO in the core specification
Discussion:



NSN: nWhat were the changes compared to previous?
Ericsson: Qualcomm wanted to change the note for DCPICH. Added Note 2: At high geometry level PDSCH performance may be affected if D-CPICH is not scheduled. Core WI can be closed.
Decision: 

Agreed


6.10.3
BS RF (25.141)  [4Tx_HSDPA-Perf]

6.10.4
RRM core (25.133)  [4Tx_HSDPA-Core]

6.10.5
RRM performance (25.133)  [4Tx_HSDPA-Perf]

6.10.6
UE Demodulation performance (25.101)  [4Tx_HSDPA-Perf]

6.10.7
BS Demodulation performance (25.104)  [4Tx_HSDPA -Perf]

6.10.8
BS Demodulation performance (25.141)  [4Tx_HSDPA-Perf]

6.10.9
Other specifications [4Tx_HSDPA-Core/Perf]

6.11
Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA   [HSPA_UL_TxDiv]

6.11.1
Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA – Closed Loop [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL]

6.11.1.1
UE RF (25.101)  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core]

MPR
R4-126294
MPR for CLTD activate state 1





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper discusses MPR for CLTD activate state 1; that is the remaining issue in this WI.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126382
Discussion on CLTD MPR requirement





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Discussion on the remainig open issue.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126707
Open issues in UE maximum output power for CLTD





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It provides a proposal on MPR for CLTD.
Discussion:



Huawei: Using legacy MPR can be seen as compromise. This meeting is last meeting to close the work.
Telecom Italia: Potential negative impact to system capacity we support proposal 1 Ericcson contribution.

Qualcomm: This is the same MPR as the legacy.

Ericsson: We don’t need high efficiency PA as a reason for MPR.
Huawei: We use the legacy MPR.

Ericsson: We shouldn’t bee too worried. There is a risk but not major.
Renesas: Use of hifg efficiency PA should not be excluded.
Decision: 

Noted


F-TPICH
R4-126710
F-TPICH out of quality handling for CLTD





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It provides a proposal on the level of F-TPICH_Ec/Ior in the test under the framework in R4-125799.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6907
R4-126907
F-TPICH out of quality handling for CLTD





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It provides a proposal on the level of F-TPICH_Ec/Ior in the test under the framework in R4-125799.

Discussion:



Ericsson: We are OK with threshold and values in brackets. We want to verify the values.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126971
F-TPICH out of quality handling for UL CLTD and UL MIMO





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Discussion:



Chair: When brackets will be moved?
Ericsson: We provide document in the next meeting.
Decision: 

Agreed
CR
R4-126384
CR to TS 25.101 due to introduction of CLTD





25.101
  CR-934  (Rel-11  ) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Introduction of CLTD into TS 25.101

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6908


R4-126908
CR to TS 25.101 due to introduction of CLTD





25.101
  CR-934  (Rel-11  ) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

Introduction of CLTD into TS 25.101

Discussion:



Ericsson: We still have concern on MPR but OK to agree the CR.
Decision: 

Agreed
6.11.1.2
RRM core (25.133)  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core]

6.11.1.3
RRM performance (25.133)  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Perf]

6.11.1.4
BS Demodulation performance (25.104)  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Perf]

R4-126442
Way Forward on UL CLTD BS performance requirements





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

The contribution proposes to not introduce any new BS performance requirements in relation of UL CLTD.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126714
UL CLTD performance requirements





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It proposes to introduce UL CLTD performance requirements.

Proposal: Introduce UL CLTD performance requirements based on presented Option A, Option B, Option C or Option D. 

· Option A: Proposed requirements in [4]

For a certain target throughput (or correspondingly residual BLER), a difference in (Rx_Ec/No)wo_BF between CLTD and non-CLTD can be compared. Power control shall be turned off.
· Option B: Proposed requirements in [7]

For a certain (Rx_Ec/No)wo_BF, a difference in throughput between CLTD and non-CLTD can be compared. Power control shall be turned off.

· Option C:

For a certain target throughput (or correspondingly residual BLER), a difference in (Rx_Ec/No)wo_BF between CLTD and CLTD with random beamforming can be compared. Power control shall be turned off.
· Option D:

For a certain (Rx_Ec/No)wo_BF, a difference in throughput between CLTD and CLTD with random beamforming can be compared. Power control shall be turned off.

Discussion:



TIM: These new proposals (C and D) should address the concerns from infra-vendors. We support this proposal.

E///: These new proposals are feasible. However this new proposal doesn’t help to distinguish a good and bad base station. All base station will pass it. We need a test with power control and the whole loop to differentiate good and bad base stations. Question to the group: is this test necessary?


QC: in other demod tests, power control is also turned off. Are those tests meaningful.


E///: similar to UL-MIMO, where PMI is not used, TPI are also not used in these tests. Those are scheduling algorithm. 


NSN: we share the same view as E///. We believe it’s redundant.


ALU: we share he same concern as E/// and NSN.

TIM: it is not clear to us why proposals C and D are redundant.

TIM: these proposals are very similar to the DL-MIMO case, why are these considered redundant while the MIMO case are not redundant.


E///: BS side beamforming is much more controlled. UE side MIMO is quite different.

E///: There is a new item on UL-MIMO, where demod tests will discussed. We could continue the discussion in the UL-MIMO item.


TIM: Is the proposal to have a joint discussion of demod requirements of CLTD and UL-MIMO?


E///: Intention is to stop discussion of CLTD BS requirements. Hopefully the UL-MIMO requirements of dual-stream and single-stream operation could also test base station requirements to benefit the operator’s desire to check base station performance.
Decision: 

Noted



6.11.1.5
BS Demodulation performance (25.141)  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Perf]
6.11.1.5
other specficiation  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Perf]
R4-126712 
On the need of F-TPICH demodulation performance requirements
Source: Qualcomm Incorporated
Proposal: Introduce F-TPICH demodulation performance requirements for single rx and dual rx.
Discussion:

STE: we are OK for this proposal. We are not sure if dual-Rx is need. Prefer only type-0 requirements.


QC: CLTD has 2 antennas, there might be ambiguity if only type-0 is introduced.
Renesas: In this proposal, it’s stated that “It should be noted that F-TPICH needs to maintain a better target quality than F-DPCH.”. we think it should be the same requirement from UE perspective.

Renesas: F-DPCH performance has been verified already, so there is no explicit F-TPICH demod test.

Decision: Noted.

6.11.2
Uplink Transmit Diversity for HSPA – Open Loop [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL]

6.11.2.1
UE RF (25.101)  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core]

6.11.2.2
RRM performance (25.133)  [HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Perf]

6.12
Further Enhancements to CELL_FACH [Cell_FACH_enh]

R4-126530
Remaining work for Enhanced CELL_FACH in RAN4





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Lists the remaining issues for the core and the performance parts of the WI

Core part:

· Definition of a requirement for 2/10msec TTI length selection during preamble ramping

· Definition of a requirement for event driven and periodic measurement reporting for E-UTRA

Performance part:

· Definition of a requirement for Non serving Relative Grant reception

· Test case for E-UTRA reselection

· (Possibly test case for 2nd DRX)

· Test case for 2/10 msec TTI length selection

· Test case for event driven reporting of E-UTRA

Discussion:



QC: we need to send LS to RAN2
Decision: 

Noted



6.12.1
RRM core (25.133)  [Cell_FACH_enh-Core]

R4-126459
Considerations on requirements for 2/10ms TTI selection





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

This document provides further discussion on the types of needed requirements for 2/10ms TTI selection. It  considerers both open loop requirements where the TTI selection is referenced to the measured CPICH RSCP and number of preamble ramp steps performe

Proposal 1: RAN4 discusses whether UE estimated preamble power or Preamble Initial Power / Commanded Preamble Power is the more accurate way to perform FE-FACH 2/10ms TTI selection.

Depending on the outcome of this discussion, there are a number of implications for the RAN4 requirements:

Alternative 1: Preamble Initial Power / Commanded Preamble Power is used

· Both type (1) and type (2) requirements could technically be defined, although the additional coverage of type (1) requirements beyond existing RSCP intra-frequency absolute accuracy requirements should be better understood

· The achievable accuracy for type (2) requirements is not a function of total UE TX output power since no UE power detector is assumed. Hence an accuracy of ±6dB can be expected, which is comparable to UPH accuracy when the output power is low and it is assumed that power detection is not used

Alternative 2: The UE is allowed to use a more accurate estimate of actual preamble transmission power which is estimated after the preamble transmission has taken place

· Type (1) requirements become technically challenging to define because the relationship between the CPICH RSCP and the estimated headroom may be indirect. So as well as CPICH measurement uncertainties, other open loop inaccuracies need to be taken into account including the performance of a possible power detector.
· Type (2) requirements such as those proposed in [3] which reuse UPH accuracy requirements for the 2/10ms headroom switching accuracy become technically feasible to meet and justified.

Discussion:



QC: the probability of first preamble being ACK’ed is low. Alt 1) reflects current RAN2 agreements. Alt 2) will cause power control accuracy issue. Preference is Alt 1)

Renesas: discussion could be more straightforward if we use Alt 1).

E///: we would prefer not to change the RAN2 specification. We need to check the +/- 6 dB tolerance.

Renesas: if there is only 1 tolerance level, it becomes a bit easier. Let’s see if such tolerance could be tightened since it’s used throughout the spec.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126525
Requirements for Network Controlled Mobility in Enhanced CELL_FACH





25.133
  CR-1227  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduces requirements relating to network controlled mobility

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126811



R4-126811
Requirements for Network Controlled Mobility in Enhanced CELL_FACH





25.133
  CR-1227  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduces requirements relating to network controlled mobility

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126526
2/10msec TTI selection in Enhanced CELL_FACH





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Motivates introduction of requirements relating to UE TX power, rather than CPICH accuracy

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126527
2/10msec TTI selection in Enhanced CELL_FACH





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Motivates introduction of requirements relating to UE TX power, rather than CPICH accuracy

Proposal 1
The requirement relating to selecting the correct TTI length in CELL_FACH should be based on TX power accuracy.
Proposal 2
The TX power accuracy values should be based on those for E-TFC selection in 25.133 table 6.0A 


Discussion:



Renesas: we might need to discuss the switching point in future meetings.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126529
Performance requirement for 2/10msec TTI selection when operating Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH or idle mode





25.133
  CR-1228  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduces requirements for TTI length selection in Enhanced CELL_FACH

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126810



R4-126810
Performance requirement for 2/10msec TTI selection when operating Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH or idle mode





25.133
  CR-1228  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduces requirements for TTI length selection in Enhanced CELL_FACH

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126720
On the accuracy of 2ms/10ms TTI selection for FE-FACH





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It discusses the framework of the requirements for 2ms/10ms TTI selection performance.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



6.12.2
RRM performance (25.133)  [Cell_FACH_enh-Perf]

6.12.3
UE Demodulation performance (25.101)  [Cell_FACH_enh-Perf]

R4-126295
On common E-RGCH performance requirement in FE-Cell_FACH





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper discusses the effective common E-RGCH performance requirement, and also the applicability of L3 filtering constant in FE-Cell_FACH mobility measurement.

Proposal 1: Use 
[image: image5.wmf]dB

I

I

oc

or

0

/

ˆ

1

=

 and 
[image: image6.wmf]dB

I

I

oc

or

0

.

4

/

ˆ

2

-

=

 for effective missed down probability requirement parameter. Also set PMD=10%. DRX parameters should be discussed further.

Proposal 2: When UE start measurement for a cell, UE can set the optimal filter constant according to condition such as fading channel or DRX cycle. After a certain measurement period depending on filtering constant, UE decides whether to receive common E-RGCH and then set L3 filtering constant signaled by network. 
Discussion:



QC: “ideal” assumption in QC simulation refers to no RF impairments. The difference is probably due to we used estimated P-CPICH level, while ST-E used simulated P-CPICH level.

 “
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QC: on proposal 2, the filters used here is different from the filter used for general mobility measurements.

WF: QC to draft agreements regarding whether or not we need to send LS to RAN2 to add signalling.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126812

Way forward on common E-RGCH in CELL_FACH

Source: Qualcomm
Decision: Withdrawn
F: QC to draft agreements regarding whether or not we need to send LS to RAN2 to add signaling.measurements.e d?

O.

single-stre


R4-126723
UE requirement for determination of common E-RGCH radio link(s) in FE-FACH





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It discusses minimum requirements for missed down probability while monitoring common E-RGCH in Cll_FACH.  Proposal 1: It is proposed to use the Missed DOWN probability of neighboring cell E-RGCH (common E-RGCH) as the metric to define UE requirements fo

Proposal 1: Use the Missed DOWN probability of neighboring cell E-RGCH (common E-RGCH) as the metric to define UE requirements for the common E-RGCH radio link in Cell_FACH. The missed DOWN probability for common E-RGCH will include the probability of failure to monitor common E-RGCH from the neighboring cell due to neighboring cell not satisfying the Event 1a criteria.

E///: OK

Proposal 2: Specify the requirements for common E-RGCH in Cell_FACH using the parameters in Table 1 and Table 2.

E///: the simulation results are quite different, maybe misalignment of simulation modeling.

QC: there is probably a methodology difference
Proposal 3: Send an LS to RAN2 to remove the filter constant from the parameters that are signaled to the UE for common E-RGCH monitoring in Cell_FACH. The filtering should be implementation dependent to meet the above defined requirements.

E///: OK
Proposal 4: The start time for monitoring common E-RGCH from a neighboring cell should be based on the filtering time required to meet the missed down probability. Send an LS to inform RAN2 of this decision.

E///: OK
Discussion:
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E///: in figure 1, how long is the time between E-DPDCH to monitoring E-RGCH?


QC: there is no fixed time, a function of channel condition and filter length.


E///: our preference is have a fixed value in the LS to RAN2


QC: since this is a function of channel between UE and a neighboring cell, how could such interval be configured?


Renesas: maybe in RAN4 we could define measurement requirements with side condition to ensure UE performance.


QC: agree this is fine in RAN4. this could only provide upper bound under specific condition, so no need to send to LS on this type of upper bound.


E///: the siganling is to enable network controlling excessive interference. We would only agree to have the LS to RAN2 if a fixed time could be signalled.
Decision: 

Noted



6.12.4
BS Demodulation performance (25.104)  [Cell_FACH_enh-Perf]

6.12.5
BS Demodulation performance (25.141)  [Cell_FACH_enh-Perf]
6.13
MIMO with 64QAM for HSUPA [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA]

R4-126437
MIMO 64-QAM: Rel-11 limited scope to QPSK and 16-QAM modulations





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Proposal to not consider core and performance requirements associated with 64-QAM under Rel-11 timeframe

Discussion:



Qualcomm: No strong view but what do you mean by Rel-11 time frame?
Ericsson: Intention is to introduce feature to Rel-11 specs without 64QAM which will be part of later releases.

Qualcomm: We nee to clarify what is the impact with other WGs?

Deutsche Telekom: We have had similar situation in the past for LTE.
Decision: 

Approved



6.13.1
UE RF (25.101)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core]

R4-126172
Remaining UE core requirements due to introduction of MIMO for HSUPA





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses UE core requirements which remain open for HSUPA MIMO.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126175
Introduction of UL MIMO to TS 25.101





25.101
  CR-933  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Introduction of UE core requirements to TS 25.101 due to HSUPA MIMO feature.
Discussion:



Huawei: This WI has similarity with UL TX div WI. Same MPR approach can be applied for both
Decision: 

Revised in 6909


R4-126909
Introduction of UL MIMO to TS 25.101





25.101
  CR-933  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated
Abstract: 

Introduction of UE core requirements to TS 25.101 due to HSUPA MIMO feature.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
6.13.2
BS RF (25.104)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core]

6.13.3
BS RF (25.141)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Perf]

6.13.4
RRM core (25.133)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core]

R4-126176
Introduction of UL MIMO to TS 25.133





25.133
  CR-1223  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Introduction of RRM core requirements to TS 25.133 due to HSUPA MIMO feature.

Discussion:



QC: eq 2, P_DPDCH is not allowed in the RAN2 spec.


NSN: could revise it.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126809



R4-126809
Introduction of UL MIMO to TS 25.133





25.133
  CR-1223  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Introduction of RRM core requirements to TS 25.133 due to HSUPA MIMO feature.

Discussion:




Decision:
Agreed



6.13.5
RRM performance (25.133)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Perf]

6.13.6
UE Demodulation performance (25.101)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Perf]

6.13.7
BS Demodulation performance (25.104)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Perf]

R4-126177
Discussion on BS demodulation performance requirements for HSUPA with MIMO





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses BS demodulation performance requirements which are needed due to introduction of HSUPA MIMO feature.

Proposal 1: The existing approach for E-DPDCH demodulation testing can be directly extended for UL MIMO E-DPDCH and S-E-EDPDCH demodulation.

QC: this is ambiguous, need more details before agreement.


NSN: the intention is not agreeing on new approaches.


ALU: the secondary E-DPDCH will have some fixed offset from the primary
Proposal 2a: The existing approach of setting an FRC and specifying the system throughput requirement can be taken for UL MIMO E-DPDCH and S-E-EDPDCH demodulation.

QC: agreed
Proposal 2b: Extend already existing FRCs for the purpose of rank-2 MIMO transmission.


QC: power for the 2nd stream ratio is fixed. Need simulation to verify the assumptions of existing FRC to meet the same BLER. TPS for the second stream could be different.


NSN: we believe existing FRC could be used by adding some new power ratios.

Proposal 2c: If completely new FRCs will be defined for rank-2 MIMO transmission they can be based on slot format combinations (7,6) and (9,8).


QC: OK
Proposal 3: Only low mobility channels should be considered as the HSUPA MIMO reference channels.

QC: agreed

Proposal 4a: Sum throughput of E-DPDCH and S-E-DPDCH channels should be defined as the demodulation performance requirement for HSUPA MIMO. 


QC: agreed

Proposal 4b: Single requirement of 70% relative to the maximum possible data rate of the FRC can be applied for UL MIMO E-DPDCH and S-E-EDPDCH demodulation.

QC: % needs further discussion.


ALU: maybe we should check individual streams.

QC: this is FRC based tests, which is the same as CLTD. Would like to make sure the fixed PMI assumption is clearly stated.
NSN: we will prepare a WF to capture the agreed proposals.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126440
Overview of UL MIMO performance requirements





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Overview of BS performance requirements for UL MIMO with QPSK and 16-QAM modulation

Discussion:



NSN: do we need new requirements for the control channel or just verify it in the simulations?


E///: we are not sure if new requriements are needed, but we will check its performance during the data channel simulations.


QC: we also believe control channel need to be checked.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126735
UL MIMO performance requirements





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It provides the framework of UL MIMO performance requirements.

Proposal 1: Introduce different FRCs for the primary and secondary streams for UL MIMO performance requirements. 

NSN: we think single FRC could be used with different TBS.
Proposal 2: Introduce UL MIMO performance requirements for single stream and dual stream cases. 

NSN: single stream is similar to CLTD
Proposal 3: Introduce UL MIMO performance requirements with respect to Rx_Ec/No without considering the beamforming effect, at certain percentage of maximum sum information bit rate of FRCs. Power control will be turned off.

NSN: SNR without beamforming gain is used in this proposal. Primary and secondary control channel might have different SNR. Without defining the channel condition, not clear we should exclude the beamforming gain.

E///: we don’t want to test TPI generation. Want to have fixed TPI for rank 2 MIMO tests


QC: in this case, it is not more realistic and the proposed CLTD tests.


E///: we are OK with demod performance without TPI generation. In LTE, there was no PMI generation test for UL-MIMO.

QC: the proposed rank-1 test for UL-MIMO is the same as the CLTD test.

Chair: can we agree to have the rank-1 test in UL-MIMO and stop discussion on CLTD.


E///: we need to have discussion next meeting after the core requirements are closed.


QC: is the proposal to 

1. only define UL-MIMO tests and have no CLTD tests : objection from TIM/QC

2. or transfer UL-MIMO rank-1 tests to CLTD at a later stage: objection from E/// and NSN

E///: the timeline is different for CLTD and UL-MIMO. Also UL-MIMO has dual-stream which requires new requirements. We don’t believe there is no need to check TPI generation.

TIM: there is a linkage between UL-MIMO single stream and CLTD. Would prefer to leave CLTD open. Optoin 2 is our preference.

WF: suspend the discussion of CLTD BS demod performance until UL-MIMO performance is completed.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.13.8
BS Demodulation performance (25.141)  [MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Perf]

6.14
HSDPA Multiflow data transmission [HSDPA_MFTX]

6.14.1
RRM core (25.133)  [HSDPA_MFTX-Core]

R4-126152
Discussion on time drift for Multiflow





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This paper discusses the issue on the value of delta and the UE behaviour when the time drift exceeds the maximum tolerable value.

Proposal 1: It is proposed to introduce the following definition of delta) for Multiflow operation:
delta) for Multiflow operation: a buffer to overcome the drift time between the time reference cell and the non-time reference cell.

QC: not clear where to introduce the definition of Delta in RAN4 spec, which is in RAN1 spec already.


HW: agree no need to duplicate definition. The purpose is to set Delta based on this definition.
Proposal 2: Set the delta value to 148 chips.

QC: cannot agree. 20 chips is preferred

Renesas: 20 chips is also preference. 148 was for DL soft combining operation. Should not be used in this context.
Proposal 3: It is proposed that a UE shall stay in CELL_DCH state if time drift exceeds the tolerable value, i.e. the tolerable value (τDIFF) is defined in RAN1 spec as: –Δ <= τDIFF <= 3840+Δ chips.

QC: could defer the decision on this
Discussion:

Noted
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126178
Discussion on detailed timing requirements for HSDPA Multiflow





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses the issue of timing drift between DL cells and proposes value for ╬ö.

At RAN4#65 meeting RAN4 has to agree on final Δ value to close the core part of WI on time. According to Δ definition and presented analysis, 20 chips seems to be sufficient value to fulfill the requirement, however higher values are not precluded. 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126726
On the tolerance of timing drift for MF-HSDPA





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Proposal 1: In response to RAN1 LS [1], the following values are proposed:  delta = 20 chips  Proposal 2: If proposal 1 is agreeable, send an LS to inform RAN1 of the agreed delta so that they can update RAN1 specification accordingly.

Discussion:



E///: we have not seen sufficient analysis on HARQ timeline reduction. We would prefer a slightly higher number than 20 chips.

Delta = 

20 chips: no objection

148 chips: QC/Renesas

WF: Delta = [20] chips; NSN to draft LS to RAN1 on the decision 
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126796
Reply LS on Multi-Flow Timing





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Decision: 

Agreed


6.14.2
RRM performance (25.133)  [HSDPA_MFTX-Perf]

6.14.3
UE Demodulation performance (25.101)  [HSDPA_MFTX-Perf]
R4-126797

Way forward to UE performance for multi-flow
Qualcomm
Decision: Agreed
R4-126153
Discussion on UE performance requirements for Multiflow





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This paper discusses the UE performance requirements on the UE receiver type in case of Multiflow operation.

Proposal 1: to consider only receiver type 3i for the multiflow performance requirements.
Discussion:



WF: proposal agreeable
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126425
System simulation input on UE performance requirements for Mulitflow





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

System simulation input on definition of the UE performance requirements for Mulitflow.
As proposed in [3] the existing Type 3i are close to this setup with:
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The proposals are as follows:

Proposal 1: Reuse the test case setup from the Type 3i test cases with the addition that the UE should decode also the stream from the strongest interferer.

Proposal 2: Do not define separate test cases for inter and intra cell handover scenarios.
Discussion:



QC: The simulation assumption is not aligned. It’s not clear the relationship between I_or,1; I_or,2, and I_oc, etc. If we can’t agree on the setting in this meeting, at least we should agree on the system level simulation assumption.
Decision: 
Noted




R4-126676
Consideration on tests for HSPA multiflow





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

This document provided some considerations on the performance tests for UE in HSPA multiflow.

Proposal 1: Define only one set of test configuration which can be used for both SF and DF multiflow operation. 


QC: One “set” of test configuration is agreeable.

Proposal 2: DF multiflow performance requirements can be defined by scaling the SF multiflow performance.


QC: DF 3C could be different.

Proposal 3: For DF multiflow capable UE, there is no need to execute SF multiflow test.


QC: agreed

Proposal 4: The simplified multi-carrier type 3i test method can be extended to apply for the dual frequency based multiflow test cases. 


QC: need further clarification of “simplified” type 3i. Depends on signal level, the receiver complexity could be different.


Renesas: we could decide after agreement the test configuraiton
Proposal 5: For the multiflow test configuration, Ior^/Ioc can be -3.7dB for the primary cell and -6dB for the secondary cell.

QC: need clarification on the definition of Ior and Ioc in this proposal.


Renesas: Ior is the signal power. Ioc should be the total received power. We need to unify the definition.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126729
UE performance requirements for Multiflow HSDPA





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

It provides multiflow HSDPA scenarios for UE performance requirements based on system simulation results.

Proposal 1: Select 0 dB and 3 dB for the difference between Îor1 and Îor2.
Proposal 2: Select 3.5 dB and 9.2 dB for Îor1/Ioc.
Proposal 3: Select 10 dB for Îor1/Îor3.

Proposal 4: RAN4 can further discuss whether to introduce the requirements assuming 3 cells per frequency only or to introduce 2 cells per frequency and 3 cells per frequency separately. If there is not much performance difference between 2 cell and 3 cell scenarios, 3 cell scenario can be only introduced as the requirements.

Proposal 5: Assume a type 3i LMMSE receiver with Cx2 40 taps (20 chips length), practical channel estimate and receiver implementation in floating point for ideal simulations.

Proposal 6: Assume a practical type 3i receiver including the loss due to fixed point implementation and HW impairments for practical simulations.

Proposal 7: Minimum requirements for HSDPA demodulation performance requirements can be considered with the following assumptions.
· FRC: H-Set 6x and H-set 10x can be considered for simulations. Depending on the achievable throughput for each FRC, FRC can be determined for each agreed scenario.

· Independent fading can be assumed for each cell with the same delay profile as a starting point. Different delay profile also could be considered if desired.

· Propagation conditions can be based on the existing type 3i channels.

· Non-MIMO case can be specified first. Multiflow HSDPA combined with MIMO can be considered in a later phase.

Proposal 8: Same scenarios and assumptions as in HSDPA demodulation performance requirements can be re-used for CQI reporting performance requirements. Propagation conditions can be adjusted for CQI reporting requirements as a different fading condition has been used in the existing CQI tests.

Discussion:



E///: we don’t agree to mostof the proposals.

Renesas: different methodology is proposed in this contribution. Our proposal is to first identify typical primary cell, then conditioned on this level we find the 2nd strongest cell level. 

Renesas: On the receiver type, we could use simplified type 3i receiver as a functional test. If new receiver type is defined, we need a different methodology.


QC: we would like to quantify the performance of multi-flow UE. We should only consider UEs “configured in multi-flow”. In RAN1, it’s concluded that multi-flow is configured when the network is not fully loaded. Hence the difference between this proposal and typical type 3i setup.


Renesas: from system level the gain is indeed for partially loaded case. In RAN4 requirements, the gain is similar to type 3i. if QC would like to define further enhanced performance, we need to define new receiver type.
Decision: 

Noted


6.14.4
BS Demodulation performance (25.104)  [HSDPA_MFTX-Perf]

R4-126635
Discussion on BS performance requirements for multiflow





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss the ramaining issues on BS performance requirements for multiflow, in particular when multiflow is coupled with MIMO.

Proposal: Do not consider the definition of BS performance requirements for multiflow with MIMO at least in context of Rel-11.
Discussion:



NSN: we support this proposal, don’t see reasons to define MIMO+multi-flow in R11.

QC: clarify the proposal


E///: intention is “not to add requirements for MF + MIMO in Rel-11”

Decision: 

Approved



6.14.5
BS Demodulation performance (25.141)  [HSDPA_MFTX-Perf]

6.15
Further Enhanced Non CA-based ICIC for LTE   [eICIC_enh_LTE]
R4-126827

Meeting minutes for feICIC ad hoc

Source: Huawei
Cell Detection:

· Time delay for Cell identification core requirements:

· Option 1: 1000 ms latency including RSRP measurement period: Huawei, HiSilicon, and Media Tek, Intel, Samsung, CMCC;
· ZTE: is the proposal here to reuse Rel-10 requirements?

· HW: yes.

· ZTE: we are OK with option 1 as well.
· Option 2: 1000 ms latency including RSRP measurement period, excluding the detection time of aggressor cells: ZTE

· Option 3: 800 ms latency including RSRP measurement period, excluding the detection time of aggressor cells: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU, NSN, Renesas;

· Option 4: 1000 ms latency including RSRP measurement period conditioned on the knowledge of the aggressor or aggressors PCI information: Intel
· Intel: the process includes detection and cancellation of strongest and 2nd strongest aggressor cells.
· Companies are encouraged to further discuss the issue related to “detection time of aggressor cells” during this meeting.
· QC: we could assume the aggressor cells have been identified in the last 5 seconds before the detection of new cells?

· Renesas: side condition of known cells would work.

· Intel: could you clarify what’s “identified cell”? is this based on signalling or detection.

· Renesas: this is already in 36.133, cells are already measured correctly in the last 5 seconds.

· Reference 5.2.2.4.2

· HW: should we capture this in the core spec for Cell ID requirements?

· Renesas: Yes.

Summary: 

· Further clarification on aggressors being known cells for feICIC cell detection requirements.

· Requirement to identify a newly detectable intra-frequency cell when DRX is used

· Reuse Rel-8 or Rel-10 requirements
· Support: HW, Qualcomm, ALU, Renesas, Intel, Fujitsu, LG

· Object: Ericsson

· HW CR include DRX performance, in Rel-10, there was also no DRX simulations.
RLM

· Minimum core requirements when DRX is used

· Option 1: Reuse the Qout and Qin evaluation period in Rel-10: Huawei, Renesas, Qualcomm, CMCC, ZTE, LG, MediaTek
· Option 2: TBD: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Decision: Agreed
R4-126835 Way forward on cell detection for feICIC

Source: Ericsson
· Cell identification time when no DRX is used determined based on

· cell detection of [600] ms, excluding:

· RSRP/RSRQ measurement period

· time for detecting the aggressor cells (including the serving cell)

· The requirement above is derived under assumption:

· UE may use 2 PSS/SSS per 40 ms for cell search in non-DRX, like in Rel-8/9/10 (sampling rate is not specified in the specification and is up to UE implementation)

· The signals/channels in ABS in FeICIC cell identification tests are as in Rel-10 (36.133)

HW: The first bullet is confusing regarding detecting aggressor cells. We don’t have a strong opinion on 600ms but we need a bit more time to check.


QC: the parenthesis of “including serving cell” seems to imply if serving is pico, a UE cannot detect another pico. On the 600ms detection time, it implies a UE need to switch behaviour depending on network ocnfiguraiton with or without assistant data. It’s probably simpler to keep the same requirements.


Intel: share similar view. Would like to have further clarification.


E///: we agree that we need more time to think about it.


E///: if the aggressor is not serving cell, then do we need 4 cells? (serving, aggressor 1, 2, and victim cell)


QC: we are not implying there are 4 cells. Not clear why aggressor cell has to be serving.


E///: the serving cell could be strong. Proposal is to have 3 cells in the test.

HW: The second bullet, this is UE implementation


Intel: share the same view.


E///: we don’t intend to specify this. Would like to ensure legacy implementation is not precluded.

E///: on the ABS channel, we would like to take R10 assumption.

Decision: Revised to R4-126953
R4-126953 Way forward on cell detection for feICIC

Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd., Alcatel-Lucent, Anritsu, NSN, ZTE
Decision:
Agreed

Network Configuration and Phase Sync Conditions for feICIC 

R4-126668
Om measurement requirements with FeICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A discussion on cell identification requirements with FeICIC

Proposal 1: For FeICIC in Rel-11, it is proposed to introduce two new corresponding sections, where the requirements would be different for FDD and TDD:

Proposal 2: Similarly, it is also proposed to add new sections for measurement accuracy requirements, where the requirements would be the same for FDD and TDD:

Proposal 3: It is proposed to add the following two additional conditions for the requirements applicability:
· The UE is provided with the CRS assistance information via higher layers [2],

· The CRS assistance data is valid during the entire measurement period.
Discussion:





QC: CRS assistance information is designed for demod/CSI reporting based on RAN1/2 agreements. In Rel-10 the measureSubframeCellList is used to signalling cell identification. To measure RSRP of other cells, there is no need to have the knowledge of cell cancellation list.


E///: we do not separate cell identification and other requirements. Measurement is part of the cell ID, so we still need the Rel-11 cell list.

HW: CRS assistance information is designed for demod/CSI. The cell-ID reporting delay is defined for common channel detection performance. CRS assistance information is not necessary. 

QC: for RSRP measurements, we only need to measure antenna port 0. No assistant information is needed here, just cancel the colliding CRS. For demod, we need additional information.

HW: our proposal is the capture the cell ID requirements with the corresponding supported feature (common channel IC).

Renesas: Agree with E/// that cell ID is related to RSRP measurements.

Renesas: needs further discussion on the side condition.

Intel: CRS assistance info is introduced to help CRS interference cancellation. Our study suggests that no such assistance information is needed to fullfill the cell detection/RSRP measurement requirements.


Renesas: we should not mandate a particular type of implementation.

E///: The RAN2 spec describes the assistance information could be used for RRM/RLM CSI measurements. If RAN4 identifies this is unnecessary (unlikely), we could information RAN1/2.

Chair: is there any down side of having this information in the requirements.


QC: the cell list might not be sufficiently large, a UE might by-pass cell detection PSS/SSS detection to directly go to CRS. It’s not robust.



Renesas: even if such list is not provided, a UE could also by-pass the cell detection by going to CRS directly.


QC: In dense pico cell deployment, it would be useful for UE to first detect pico cells and report. Then macro could decide to configure a cell list for demod.


Intel: if this information comes with no cost, then there is no issue. If this information is not free, then we don’t see the need of having such information. Unless it’s demonstrated there is performance loss.


E///: such information has to be provided for CSI/demod anyway. It’s free. 

WF: more inputs from the infra-vendor/oprator on the availability of such cell list is needed for decision.
E///: we believe this is the view of RAN1/2 that this list is used for RRM/RLM and CSI.

HW: we believe the “RRM” refers to RSRP/RSRQ measurements. Proposal 3 might be acceptable. 

HW: For section title, it’s not appropriate. Not sure why Rx-Tx requirements are also added.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126302
On the impact of time and frequency tracking to CRS-IC





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we discuss the impact of time and frequency tracking to CRS-IC.

Proposal 1:
Reference receiver for CRS-IC is assumed to cope with time/frequency errors between signal components of aggressor cells and serving cell.
Proposal 2:
Clarify in future feICIC demodulation/CSI simulation assumptions (and also RLM) that timing delays need to be applied between signal components of aggressor cells and serving cell. 
Proposal 3:
Model explicitly frequency offsets between signal components of aggressor cells and serving cell in feICIC demodulation/CSI (and also RLM) requirement scenarios. Values of the frequency offsets are for further discussion.
Proposal 4: 
Discuss further whether distinct values for time/frequency errors should be modelled for each aggressor cell.

Discussion:



QC: this issue is only for CRS-IC, which is much less severe compared to CoMP. 

QC: for demod, we could introduce frequency offset, RLM simulations are already available, not sure need to revisit.


Renesas: we should have the assumption in all simulations. The delay of 2.5 us should be explicitly specified. We don’t think it’s too late to add the assumptions for simulation campaign.

HW: clarification: RLM impact is only on the test case? The core requirements might not be impacted.

NSN: if time domain cancellation is used, would there be some differences?


Renesas: we have assumed 1 FFT. Time domain cancellation would also need to deal with time tracking.

QC: reference receiver should assume single FFT and perform time/frequency correction.


Renesas: agree with this position. Should capture proposal 1 and single FFT.

WF: Working assumption:

Reference receiver for CRS-IC is assumed to cope with time/frequency errors between signal components of aggressor cells and serving cell. Reference receiver is based on a single FFT implementation.
Renesas to draft the WF paper 6808 to capture the agreement
E///: we need more time to consider this. It’s brought up for the first time.


Renesas: this is a fundamental issue. Without this assumption, there is no basis for other work.


HW: clarify “cope with time/frequency error”


Rensas: post-FFT correction like in the quasi-non collocation 

Decision: 

Noted

R4-126808
Way forward on time and frequency tracking to CRS-IC





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 
E///: does this apply to core or performance

Renesas: the WF is to apply this to the RLM and demod test cases.

E///: for RLM probably only time difference is needed? Our simulation doesn’t capture the frequency error at this moment, we would like to remove frequency offset.


Renesas: if the simulations don’t capture the frequency error then the test case shouldn’t have frequency error. Our preference is to study the impact.


E///: agree we could study the impact.

HW: for time delay, we could only define transmit delay since we use fading channels which will have multi-path. Is this the first-path delay?


Renesas: in test cases, we will emulate the actual channel by delaying the transmited signal.


NSN: we share the similar view as HW. In test configuration, we could specify the delay at the transmitter side before the channel.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126980
R4-126980
Way forward on time and frequency tracking to CRS-IC





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 
Decision:
Approved
R4-126460
Cell phase syncronisation for feICIC





36.133
  CR-1538  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

In deriving feICIC performance requirements it has been assumed that interferer ABS are synchronised with victim subframes allowing cancellation to be performed. However, the required accuarcy of synchronisation for an feICIC capable network has not been

Discussion:





HW: even if we have this requirement, it would be difficult to test the delay of two cells


Renesas: not all core requirements are tested.

HW: 2.5 us translates into 700m. a femto and macro at 800m apart could not meet this requirement. How does this align with TDD requirements

QC: this is a proposal on BS requirement for feICIC, a smaller phase offset should be defined for CoMP if this proposal is agreed

QC: since feICIC has CRS for timing correction, the requirements on CoMP should be much tighter.


NSN: we should discuss CoMP BS requirements separately.

E///: aggressor cell and victim cell are UE specific (also depends on location). This requirement is BS requirements. It’s not clear we could have this requirements. We should reflect the condition in UE requirements.

ALU: We have similar view as E///, should be UE requirements. Terminology is confusing: feICIC assistant data.

NSN: share similar view as E/// and ALU. 

Renesas: the terminology could be modified.

Intel: we are in general agreeing with Renesas. Since UE performance is sensitive to timing offset, it would be good to have eNB requirements.


Renesas: we believe this is critical for feICIC operation. If we don’t define this requirements, UE might not work in all cases. 

Renesas: We need to agree in this meeting on the eNB side requirements

Decision: 

Noted

RSRQ Definition
R4-126500
Discussion for RSRQ definition on FeICIC





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

Discussion for RSRQ definition on FeICIC

Observation) It is preferable to feedback more accurate RSRQ value considering CRS cancellation behabiour taking into account RSRQ accuracy.
Proposal) RAN4 is respectfully asked to discuss and select the following alternatives taking into account the demodulation receiver performance and RSRQ accuracy.
· Alt 1) RSRQ calculated after CRS cancelling/ puncturing

· Alt 2) No changing RSRQ from Rel-10 eICIC 

· Alt 3) RSRQ defined as RSRP/ (RSSI – sum of RSRP on dominate macro cells to be cancelled)

Discussion:



QC: the analysis assumes no transmission in neighbour and serving cells, it’s quite optimistic.

QC: prefers Alt 2). We don’t think the post-IC approach is accurate enough.


Intel: interference is relatively strong so the post-IC adjustment could be accurate enough.

Intel: we do see the issue of RSSI definition. eNB could be confused if IC is not taken into account. We prefer Alt 3 for complexity consideration.

Renesas: Alt 1) depends on complicated processing since for different neighbour cell the “serving cell” is different. Alt 3) might have similar issue. Prefer Alt 2)

Decision: Noted





R4-126128
RRM Measurements for FeICIC





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this paper we discuss some issues related to RSRQ/RSSI definition for FeICIC.

Discussion:



Intel: clarification of the difference in different observations.

Decision: 

Noted


R4-126261
Discussion on the RSSI definition in FeICIC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion. Rel-11, eICIC_enh_LTE-Perf.   In this contribution, we give our views on the definition of RSSI for FeICIC scenarios.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



WF:

Working assumption: resuing the existing RSSI definition. If significant network issues are identified, we could revisit the working assumption.
Are there significant issues associated with reusing existing RSSI definition:

Intel: consider case of 1 pico cell with weak interferer and another pico cell with strong interferers, a macro cell might HO the UE to the pico cell with weak interferer without considering the post-IC RSRQ.


Chair: this is only issue for inter-frequency HO. Could have further discussion.

6.15.1
RRM core (36.133)  [eICIC_enh_LTE-Core]
RLM Core
R4-126262
Wayforward on RLM/RRM measurement in FeICIC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-11, eICIC_enh_LTE-Core.   In this contribution, the wayforward on RLM/RRM measurement of FeICIC is proposed .

Discussion:



Renesas: For RSRP / RSRQ accuracy, we need to refer to the simulation results instead of just reusing the Rel-8 requirements.

E///: this might be a bit early to conclude without checking simulation results. DRX has not been discussed. What’s the basis for this proposal?

HW: we need more time to disucss the requirements. We could modify it based on the output of the ad hoc discussion.

Intel: this WF is a good outline that addresses all the decision points. We could use this as the starting point with changes to some particular points.

Chair: please also try to capture RLM CORE requirements in the revised version.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126981



R4-126981
Wayforward on RLM/RRM measurement in FeICIC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC, Qualcomm, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd., Intel, NTT DOCOMO, Samsung, ZTE, LG Electronics, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Verizon, Nokia Corporation.
Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-11, eICIC_enh_LTE-Core.   In this contribution, the wayforward on RLM/RRM measurement of FeICIC is proposed .

Discussion:




Decision:
Agreed




R4-126126
CR on RLM Requirements for FeICIC





36.133
  CR-1507  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

This CR erases the note in Section 7.6.1 introduced in Rel.10 for the case of colliding CRS since colliding CRS will be covered by Rel.11 requirements.

Discussion:



E///: we need to understand how the overall core requirements are defined before agreeing to this.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126946


R4-126985

Way forward on core requirements for feICIC

Source: Ericsson
Decision:
Revised to R4-126986
R4-126986

Way forward on core requirements for feICIC

Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Decision:
Agreed
R4-126946
CR on RLM/RRM measurement in FeICIC





36.133
  CR-1507  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Discussion:


This document is also co-sourced by Clearwire, NII holdings, Telefonica

Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126672
On RLM requirements with FeICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A discussion on RLM requirements with FeICIC

Discussion:



QC: If people agree to the text proposal, would Ericsson agree to the CR?


E///: there are still many open issues. numbers are not agreed. We don’t believe the CRs could be agreed in this meeting.
Chair: I would strongly encourage the group to finish as much core requirements as possible given that this is the last meeting in Rel-11.

HW: RLM core requirements could be defined in this meeting. Most changes would be on the test cases. Propose to reuse Rel-10 requirements.
Decision: 

Noted



6.15.1.1
System level simulations [eICIC_enh_LTE-Core]

6.15.1.2
Reference receivers for interference mitigation [eICIC_enh_LTE-Core]

6.15.1.3
Cell detection and measurements for 9 dB CRE [eICIC_enh_LTE-Core]

R4-126258
Cell identification requirements in FeICIC





36.133
  CR-1517  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat B, eICIC_enh_LTE-Core  The cell identification requirements shall be defined in TS 36.133, the reporting delay and side condition is proposed in this CR based on the agreed FeICIC working assumption.

Discussion:



QC: The text is identical to Rel-10 except for the Es/Iot level. How to differentiate, is this redundant?


Renesas: Rel-10 requirements could still be valid if network doesn’t configure CRS assistance information. If RAN decides this is optional feature then previous requirements still apply.


HW: agree with Renesas.

Renesas: “Interference cancellation capable UEs” should be reworded to avoid implementation specific requirements.


HW: could have further edits.

Renesas: Need to think about how to capture the dominant cell contribution to the Es/Iot = -11.07.


HW: it’s the working assumption to have [-11.07]. Can’t have TBD.


Renesas: no intention to re-open Es/Iot discussion. would prefer to have edits to clarify that dominant cells contribute to the Iot.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126982


R4-126982
Cell identification requirements in FeICIC





36.133
  CR-1517  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CMCC, NTT DOCOMO, Qualcomm Incorporated, Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd., Samsung, Intel, ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, LG Electronics, Verizon, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat B, eICIC_enh_LTE-Core  The cell identification requirements shall be defined in TS 36.133, the reporting delay and side condition is proposed in this CR based on the agreed FeICIC working assumption.

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126161
Simulation Results on Cell Identification for FeICIC





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

In RAN4 #64bis meeting link level simulation assumptions for cell identification with FeICIC was agreed. In this contribution, we provided our simulation results of cell identification with FeICIC.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126250
On the performance of cell detection for 9dB CRE





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

The performance of cell detection is evaluated under the latest simulation assumptions for 9dB CRE.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126257
Cell identification performance with FeICIC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion and decision. Rel-11, eICIC_enh_LTE-Core.   In this contribution, we give the cell identification performance analysis based on the FeICIC working assumption by link level simulations.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126430
Initial Cell Identificaiton performance with FeICIC





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide initial cell detection performance for FeICIC based on agreed simulation assumptions.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126456
Link level simulation results for feICIC cell detection





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our simulation results for feICIC cell detection with PSS/SSS IC.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126461
Evaluation of feICIC Cell Search with PSS/SSS cancellation





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

We present results for feICIC cell search based on the agreed RAN4 assumptions

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126493
Further simulation results on FeICIC cell detection





Source: MediaTek

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide simulation results for FeICIC cell detection.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126609
Cell identification simulations based on proposed side conditions





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126660
Link simulation results for cell detection with FeICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Link simulation results for cell detection with FeICIC

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126664
Summary of preliminary cell detection results with FeICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Summary of cell detection results with FeICIC

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



Withdrawn

R4-126103
feICIC Cell detection performance with interference cancellation





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126457
Link level simulation results for feICIC measurement





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our simulation results for feICIC measurement.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.


6.15.2
RRM performance (36.133)  [eICIC_enh_LTE-Perf]

RLM Test Cases

R4-126162
On FeICIC RLM tests





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

In RAN4#64bis meeting, the preliminary simulation assumptions for FeICIC RLM were agreed in order to obtain the relevant core requirement and test cases. In this contribution, we submit the simulation results for non-MBSFN ABS based on this simulation ass

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126301
Simulation results and considerations on Rel-11 feICIC RLM





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide simulation results and considerations on Rel-11 feICIC radio link monitoring.

Proposal 1:
Agree on “Option 1: The 1st dominant interferer with CRS collision; the 2nd dominant interferer without CRS collision” for feICIC RLM test cases.
Proposal 2: 
In RLM test cases, ABS subframes consist of only CRS transmission.
Proposal 3:
Clarify in future feICIC RLM simulation assumptions that timing delays of 2.5s are applied between interfering cell transmissions wrt. serving cell transmission.
Proposal 4:
Model frequency offsets between interfering cell transmissions wrt. serving cell transmission in feICIC RLM test cases. Values of the frequency offsets are for further discussion.
Proposal 5: 
Follow Rel-8/9/10 methodology for deriving RLM thresholds in Rel-11 feICIC. Specific values for the margins need further discussion.
Discussion:



Renesas: for further studies, some of the proposals could be included in the simulation assumptions and test cases.


HW: we need more time to dicuss the frequency error.


ZTE: we tend to agree with Proposals 3 and 4, but need more analysis.

Ericsson: we will have a WF on demod regarding time / frequency error. Might not be needed for RLM discussion.


Renesas: this is not related to the core requirements (Qin, Qout and delay), but the thresholds.


Ericsson: we do not want revisit RLM simulations.

Renesas: could discuss aggressor cells 1 and 2 offset further.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126259
Simulation results for RLM performance of FeICIC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion. Rel-11, eICIC_enh_LTE-Perf.   In this contribution, we give the preliminary simulation results for FeICIC RLM on both option 1 and option 2 based on the agreed RLM simulation assumption.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126524
Link level simulation results for RLM





Source: Ericsson, ST Ericsson

Abstract: 

Link level simulation results for RLM

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126347
Simulation Results for RLM in FeICIC





Source: LG Electronics

Abstract: 

This is simulation result for RLM in FeICIC.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted





R4-126610
RLM evaluation results for feICIC





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



RSRP/RSRQ accuracy test

R4-126263
Wayforward on RRM Test Case Lists of FeICIC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-11, eICIC_enh_LTE-Perf.   In this contribution, the wayforward on RRM test cases list of FeICIC is proposed, including the cell identification, RLM and RSRP/RSRQ measurement based on non-MBSFN ABS.

· Completion of Phase I FeICIC RRM tests

· 2 RAN4 meeting cycles

· RAN4 #66 (Jan. 2013)

· Initial phase test drafts and alignment

· RAN4 #66bis (April 2013)

· Final CRs agreed for TS 36.133 

· Completion of Phase II FeICIC RRM tests

· 2 RAN4 meeting cycles

· RAN4#66bis (April 2013)

· Initial phase test drafts and alignment

· RAN4#67 (May 2012)

· Final CRs agreed for TS 36.133 
Discussion:



QC: we might need to change the test cases after the core requirements are defined.

E///: we share similar view as QC. Simulations have not been completed yet.

HW: in this document, we are only suggesting candidate test cases. Could use more time to define the test cases.


CMCC (Rapporteur): we could focus on the core requirements then consider the work plan suggested in this document.
Decision: Noted





R4-126132
RSRP Accuracy for FeICIC





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this paper we present the simulation results for RSRP measurement accuracy based on the agreed simulation assumptions.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126344
Simulation results for RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy of FeICIC





Source: LG Electronics

Abstract: 

This is simulation result for RSRP/RSRQ measurement accuracy in FeICIC.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126249
FeICIC RRM simulation results





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

In the last RAN4 meetings, the simulation assumptions for RSRP/RSRQ requirements were agreed. According to the work plan for FeICIC , FeICIC RRM test cases shall be discussed in this coming meeting. In this contribution the simulation results which includ

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126260
Simulation results for RSRP/RSRQ performance of FeICIC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion. Rel-11, eICIC_enh_LTE-Perf.   In this contribution, we give the preliminary simulation results for FeICIC RSRP/RSRQ measurement with CRS IC based on the agreed RSRP/RSRQ simulation assumption.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126264
RSRP/RSRQ measurement accuracy requirements in FeICIC





36.133
  CR-1518  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat B, eICIC_enh_LTE-Perf   The RSRP/RSRQ measurement accuracy requirements shall be defined in TS 36.133, the CRS Es/Iot side condition is also proposed in this CR based on the agreed FeICIC working assumption.

Discussion:



Renesas: would like to clarify that dominant interferer is part of the Iot. Would also like the requirements more generic instead of referring to “interference cancellation receiver”. The phrase could be taken from RAN2 agreements.


HW: agree with the proposed change.

E///: this is the performance part. Let’s focus on the core issues first.


HW: in the core part, we need to refer to the accuracy. Maybe we could do this in parallel.


E///: we could remove the reference to the accuracy requirements.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126667
Link simulation results for RSRP and RSRQ with FeICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Link simulation results for RSRP with FeICIC

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

6.15.3
UE Demodulation / CSI performance (36.101) [eICIC_enh_LTE-Core/Perf]
R4-126933

Way forward on PSS/SSS/PBCH/SIB-1 in ABS for FeICIC requirements definition

Source: Ericsson
E///: missing PBCH in the requirements if it’s in real network would cause significant degradation.

Renesas: we are fine with the WF. For CSI, we need to carefully consider the CSI impact. This is also related to PBCH-IC capability.


E///: It’s not clear why the test would miss the PBCH but the real network would have it.

Decision: Agreed
R4-126828

Way forward for PBCH-IC

Source: NSN
Renesas: We have to understand the network and UE impact. This will add additional complexity to terminals.


NSN: SFN sync implies radio frame number needs to be synchronized. It’s not easy to synchronize SFN for the network on operation, which will lead to interruption. Also multi-vendor deployment could have issues. There is no other strong motivation for network to impose SFN synchronization.


Renesas: RAN4 could not have a meaningful discussion on network synchronization technical issue. It’s RAN3 expertise, and it has been discussed. SFN sync greatly reduce UE complexity. We should take input from RAN3 for our consideration.


NSN: RAN3 has the assumption of SFN-sync but RAN3 doesn’t have ways to guarantee that. There is also RAN3 meeting minutes states RAN3 spec doesn’t prevent using SFN offset for for FDD time-domain eICIC synchronization area.


SS: We share similar concern as Renesas. Previous RAN3 LS clearly indicated that SFN-sync is most significant. SFN-sync will reduce UE complexity. We don’t agree to introduce SFN un-sync case at this moment.

Renesas: we are discussing UE requirements on PBCH-IC, certainly RAN3 doesn’t have the capability of setting such requirements.

NSN: RAN1 LS indicated that SFN offset is a valid case. For the complexity we have evaluated on our paper, we could discuss more.

QC: we support Samsung and Renesas. This feature has huge UE complexity issue. RAN4 doesn’t have to work on this.

E///: RAN1 LS indicated that SFN offset is a valid deployment option. The complexity analysis in the NSN document shows it’s not too high. Not support this implies complexity to vendors and operators.

Note: a typo in the WF, where RAN1 LS should correspond to R4-126777.

Decision: Noted
R4-126934

Way forward on feICIC demod and CSI framework

Source: Huawei
E///: suggest the timing offset to be FFS.


Renesas: we are still simulating. Companies should state what timing offset is used in their results. Would encourage companies to use both non-zero time/frequency offset.


HW: we would prefer to have numbers in the WF.

Decision: Revised to R4-126983
R4-126983

Way forward on feICIC demod and CSI framework

Source: Huawei
Decision:
Agreed

R4-126942

Way forward on the interference side conditions for feICIC demod/CSI tests

Source: Qualcomm
NSN: how is complexity linked to this decision

QC: the benefit and complexity tradeoff should be considered.

Decision: Approved
Demod Framework
R4-126146
Discussion on the framework of FeICIC demodulation and CSI testing





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

· Discussion:





· Proposal 1: The test purposes of FeICIC demodulation tests are to verify the performance of CRS-handling in the subframes of serving cell that overlap with ABS of aggressor cell, where UE should cancel at least two interferences;

· Proposal 2:  The test purposes of FeICIC CSI tests are to verify the CSI reporting with CRS-handling in the subframes of serving cell that overlap with both ABS and non-ABS of aggressor cell, where UE should cancel at least two interferences;
· Proposal 3: Two aggressor cells with two strong interference levels are assumed for FeICIC demodulation and CSI requirements.
· LG: clarify “two strong interference level”

· HW: If the group agree to cancel 2 interfering cells, then we should define 2 strong interferers. 

· E///: we might not need to cancel two interferers. Should decide the interference level first.

· HW: Alternative approach is to agree on the test purpose, then it’s easier to choose the interference level
· QC: share same view as HW. Would like to discuss this in the WF.

· E///: we should check side condition such that the tests are relevant. Comments on how to choose the # of interferers also extend to MBSFN ABS, CSI tests, etc.
· Proposal 4: Set one interference cell as CRS-colliding and another CRS-non-colliding.
· QC: support proposals 1-4.
· Proposal 5: define demodulation and CSI requirements only for non-MBSFN ABS.
· DCM: would like to define funcational demod/CSI tests for MBSFN ABS configuration.
· HW: open to functional tests.
· Proposal 6: PSS/SSS and PBCH can be modelled for both requirements and tests. But SIB-1 is suggested not to be modelled for the simulation but could be transmitted during the test. The other channel and signal transmissions in both ABS and non-ABS follow those specified in Rel-10.
· Proposal 7: the parameters in Table 2 is suggested for the study of FeICIC PDSCH performance requirements.
· Proposal 8: it is suggested to use the test parameters given in Table 3 and Table 4 for PDCCH/PCFICH and PHICH performance requirements respectively.

· Proposal 9: it is suggested to use the test parameters given in Table 5 for PBCH performance requirements.
· Proposal 10: it is proposed to study CQI definition test, aperiodic CQI test under fading channel and RI test for FeICIC CSI requirements.
· QC: not clear why CQI definition test is needed.
· HW: we would need to verify the BLER after CRS-IC.
· Proposal 11:  Two strong interferences should be modelled, which is aligned with the interference model defined for demodulation performance.
Qualcomm: not clear why TM4 should be used for PDSCH test.

HW: eICIC only has TM2/3, for feICIC the CRS-IC impact to PMI need to be verified. In real network, TM4 could also be used.

QC: is the intention to define both TM3 and TM4 or only TM4?

HW: propose ot have TM2/3/4

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126471
Discussion on PBCH IC performance test case assumptions





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we are discussing on the impact of valid deployment assumption mentioned in RAN1 LS R1-124635 on subframe shifting and/or SFN offsets, and discuss whether there is a need to involve new requirements with the assumptions of SFN shifti

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126528
The transmission issue of PSS/SSS/PBCH/SIB-1 in ABS for FeICIC requirements definition





Source: Ericsson, ST Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion on the PSS/SSS/PBCH/SIB-1 transmission issue

Discussion:



· PSS/SSS/PBCH/SIB-1 shall be transmitted in ABS subframes in any simulation assumption and test setup for FeICIC performance requirements
Renesas: we don’t believe this is needed for testing particular functions. Ericsson should demonstrate the need of such signals in ABS subframes.


E///: tests could be unrealistic


Renesas: we want to eliminate uncertainties in the tests. We would ned to discuss additional uncertainties due to this.


E///: why are we proposing to be unrealistic?


Renesas: tests could be focusing on some specific functionalities. Unless there is a justification, we should avoid additional uncertainty


E///: this is another source of interference that would impact the UE performance.

Renesas: for demod, it might be OK to add more interfering signals. For RLM, we would like the ABS to be less like the non-ABS subframes.


E///: this is for demod.

QC: PSS/SSS/PBCH could be added to test. SIB1 is not clear, how many RBs? Location of associated PDCCH? Which REG? It’s not clear this is necessary.


E///: we could first agree on PSS/SSS/PBCH. Then have more discussion on SIB1 parameters.


QC: we don’t want to have prolonged discussion of parameters associated with SIB1, unless the group has consensus of introducing SIB1 interference. We think this has a secondary impact. 


Renesas: for demod, we are also OK with PSS/SSS/PBCH interference. Share similar view as QC on SIB1.


E///: let’s agree to “Add PSS/SSS/PBCH in ABS subframes, SIB1 FFS”

Renesas: capture the agreement for “demod only”.

E///: CSI should also be captured.


Renesas: need more time on CSI discussion 


HW: current CSI ABS pattern might induce impact from PSS/SSS/PBCH. Need more discussion.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126531
Further discussion on reference Receiver  for FeICIC





Source: Ericsson, ST Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion on the reference receiver

Discussion:



· Observation 1: In typical case, one-CRS IC can achieve pretty good performance

· Observation 2: “IC + Punc.” receiver can achieve pretty good performance in most of the cases with affordable complexity

Intel: one IC + puncturing is similar to two IC, should we assume Ericsson chip could be both one IC + Puncturing and two IC.


E///: first need to decide the interference level

Renesas: need more discussion on reference receiver.

Renesas: the assumptions include 2.5 us offset. Is this impact captured in the results?


E///: yes, it’s compensated

LG: please clarify “soft puncture”


E///: will discuss offline.

QC: we will discuss “typical” and “extreme” case.

QC: 2 control symbols are used in the assumptions. For puncturing, there will be severe impact on PCFICH/PHICH, we should capture this impact.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126608
FeICIC link level simulations and framework for demod/CSI





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Proposal 1: From both the control channel reliability and PDSCH demod performance points of view, FeICIC demod requirements should be defined based on 2 cell CRS-IC

Proposal 2: Aggressor levels for demod tests should be chosen such that they can clearly differentiate the UEs with 2 cell CRS-IC from UEs with 1 cell or no CRS-IC.

Proposal 3: For demodulation and CSI tests the ES,I/Noc1 of the first aggressor level may be chosen based on X-percentile of the CDF, and the ES,I/Noc1 of the second aggressor level may be chosen based on 10%-ile of the CDF of the ratio of the two aggressor levels. X may be chosen as 50% for PDSCH demod and CSI and as 10% for PDCCH and PHICH demod tests. For TM2 tests the CDF may be based on CRE UEs, and for TM3 tests the CDF may be based on pico center UEs.
Proposal 4: Define demod and CSI requirements/tests only for non-MBSFN ABS as much as possible. If necessary, define only a single MBSFN ABS test to functionally verify UE’s correct usage of MBSFN subframe information.
Proposal 5: Use the normal PHICH duration and CFI=2 OFDM symbols for PDCCH and PHICH requirements.
Proposal 6: For FeICIC demod/CSI tests, set Noc2 equal to be Noc1.

HW: what’s the group’s preference on using 1 or 2 Noc levels.


E///: need to decide the side condition first, then check the possibility of 1 Noc level.


Intel: should still consider 2 Noc level, which is more realistic. Demod could use 2 Noc level. CSI could use 1 Noc level.
Proposal 7: Define the following tests for FeICIC demod/CSI:
· PDSCH

· Transmit diversity, 1st aggressor with colliding CRS and 2nd aggressor with non-colliding CRS, non-MBSFN ABS (FDD,TDD)

· Open loop spatial multiplexing, non-MBSFN ABS (FDD,TDD)

· PDCCH/PCFICH

· 1st aggressor with colliding CRS and 2nd aggressor with non-colliding CRS, non-MBSFN ABS (FDD,TDD)

· PHICH

· 1st aggressor with colliding CRS and 2nd aggressor with non-colliding CRS, non-MBSFN ABS (FDD,TDD)

· PBCH

· Non-ABS (FDD,TDD)

· CQI

· CQI reporting under fading conditions, PUSCH 3-0, 1st aggressor with colliding CRS and 2nd aggressor with non-colliding CRS, non-MBSFN ABS (FDD,TDD)

· RI

· RI reporting test, 1st aggressor with colliding CRS and 2nd aggressor with non-colliding CRS, non-MBSFN ABS (FDD,TDD)

Discussion:



Renesas: We need some more input from other companies on the system level. If we could confirm the gain of 2 cell IC on 1 cell IC, we could consider 2 cell IC.

Intel: PUSCH 3-0 requriement is based on throughput ratio and BLER. A UE not doing CRS-IC might also pass the test. Need more thoughts on CSI test.


QC: we need more discussion. the intention is to test BLER, which was missing in R10.

LG: Table 1 and 3 show first interferer at 13 dB but 2nd interferer at 4 and 11 dB. Would prefer to keep 4 dB in all cases.


QC: first table is based on 50%+50%. Analysis shows there is little gain for 2nd cell IC. Second table picks a typical UE with large IC gain.

E///: On throughput analysis, we should also look into the puncturing receiver. 


QC: puncturing could be considered, but our concern is that loss of 50% of PCFICH Res. Need to evaluate.


E///: our understanding is that puncturing of PCFICH is already modelled in our simulations, but need to further check.


QC: since high serving cell Es/Noc is used in Ericsson’s contribution, the impact of puncturing might not be visible, but for low Es/Noc, the impact need to be evaluated.

E///: The link between typical throughput and typical interference is not clear.


QC: our contribution shows that based on 50% + 50% for the first and 2nd interferer, the gain is very different from the typical UE throughput gain (20%). Propose to pick UE that reflects typical gain. 

Decision: 

Noted



Link Level
R4-126290
PDSCH demodulation in Rel-11 FeICIC





Source: NEC

Abstract: 

In this paper, we present some simulation results of PDSCH demodulation in zero power ABS in Rel-11 FeICIC scenario. CRS interference cancellation receiver (IC),  as well as advanced receiver have been used. For CRS IC receiver, the performance from CRS i

Discussion:



Observation 1: Considerable performance gain can be achieved by using CRS IC receiver.

Observation 2: Cancelling stronger CRS interference brings better performance gain.
Observation 3: Cancelling a weak CRS interference may bring no significant performance gain.

QC: the analysis seems to be based on cancelling the weak interferer without cancelling the strong interferer.
Observation 4: If a CRS interference is not cancelled, it would introduce more performance degradation if it’s not colliding with desired cell CRS.

Hence, we make the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Agree on two explicitly modelled interferences, which will occur in realistic scenarios. 
Proposal 2: Set two explicitly modelled interference power in such a way that CRS interference cancellation gain can be seen.
Renesas: is the 2.5 us delay in the simulation assumption compensated in the simulations?


NEC: yes simulation models it.
Decision: 

Noted



Interference level

R4-126127
System Level Simulations for Demod Requirements





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this paper we present system simulation results to be used in deriving the signal levels for demodulation requirements/tests.

Discussion:



Proposal 1: For PCFICH/PDCCH/PHICH demodulation requirements the EI,1/Noc1 of the dominant macro cell should be set to 6 dB.

Proposal 2: For PCFICH/PDCCH/PHICH demodulation requirements the EI,2/Noc1 of the second interferer cell should be set to 4 dB.

Proposal 3: For PDSCH demodulation requirements the EI,1/Noc1 of the dominant macro cell should be set to 13 dB.

Proposal 4: For PDSCH demodulation requirements the EI,2/Noc1 of the second interferer cell should be set to 11 dB.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126147
Interference level for FeICIC demodulation performance and CSI testing





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

· Proposal: It is suggested to use Alternative 1 as the method to determine the side conditions for FeICIC demodulation and CSI report testing. The detailed procedure can be described in logogram:
· x%-ile of CDF for a set of UE → Es/Iot → Es/Noc2 → EI,1/Noc2 + (Noc1, Noc2, Noc3) → EI,2/Noc2 → obtain all the parameters, i.e., Es/Noc2, EI,1/Noc2, EI,2/Noc2, Noc1/Noc2, Noc3/Noc2;

· The obtained values in Table 3 can be used as the reference.

· Table 3: Summary of Es/Noc2, EI,1/Noc2, and EI,2/Noc2 for different UE sets

	UE set
	Different UE set
	Es/Iot (dB)
	Es /Noc2 (dB)
	EI,1/Noc2 (dB)
	EI,2/Noc2 (dB)

	1
	10% Pico UE
	-10.3
	0.0
	7.5
	5.3

	2
	50%-ile Pico CRE UE
	-6.5
	5.5
	10.0
	6.1

	3
	50%-ile Pico non-CRE UE
	3.7
	14.1
	8.0
	4.6


Discussion:



QC: we have concern on this methodology. The 2nd interferer is relatively weak, not clear if it’s sufficient to test 2 cell interference cancellations.


HW: we could harmonize the proposals ot decide the cell condition.

QC: For cell detection, Es/Iot is important. For demod, it is probably more preferred to choose the interference level first.

QC: For control channels, HW suggested 50% UE. In Rel-10, the control channel was chosen at a much worse condition to ensure coverage (10% CRE or 5% all pico UEs).


HW: for 10% UE, the 2nd interferer is actually higher than QC proposal. In Rel-10, the methodlogy is quite different.

E///: we are generally agreeing to this methodology. We should make sure the tests are defined for typical scenarios instead of ensuring there is gain.


HW: from E/// perspective, what are the typical scenarios?


E///: we would like to use the system level simulations to generate the CDF and pick the typical cases.

Decision: 

Noted.



R4-126494
Link level simulation results on PBCH-IC receiver





Source: MediaTek

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide simulation results for PBCH IC.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126611
Simulation Assumptions for PBCH requirement in FeICIC





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



To capture timing offset of up to [2.5] us and frequency offset up to [TBD] Hz; remove recommendation on non-SFN sync requirements; further discussion on non-SFN sync case.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126943


R4-126943
Simulation Assumptions for PBCH requirement in FeICIC





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



E///: suggest to set timing offset to FFS in simulation assuptions.

Renesas: if no values could be agreed, companies should explicitly state the values used.

Decision:
Noted



R4-126523
Side conditions defining in FeICIC performance tests





Source: Ericsson, ST Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion on how to get the side condition for CSI/demodulation

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn

6.16
Network-Based Positioning Support in LTE [LCS_LTE-NBPS]

6.16.1
LMU performance (36.111)  [LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core]

6.16.1.1
LMU RF requirements (36.111)  [LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core]

R4-126694
On RF framework





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

A discussion on RF framework for network-based positioning
Discussion:



TruePosition: What is the impact on using RTOA as metric to results?
Ericsson: We think it would mean better accuracy for the RF performance.

TruePosition: We should use RTOA as metric for RX and demod in 36.104. Disagreemtn with detection probability.

Ericsson: Positioning measurements are timing measurements, not throughput. We should measure the accuracy in RF.

TruePosition: Our proposal is to performa link level simulations.

Ericsson: Methodolgy and metrics should be agreed first.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126745
Simulation Parameters for 36.111 Section 5 RF Requirements





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

Discussion on simulation parameter values for LMU RF Requirements.
Discussion:



Ericsson: We have lot of questions. Number of transmissions is same for different channel BWs. False alarm rate should be performance metric.
TruePosition: We can agree if Ericsson shows how the simulations could be run.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126747
Discussion on 36.111 Section 5 RF Requirements





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

Requirements to be included for RF section of LMU Specification.

Proposal: The performance metric shall be UL RTOA value that is within a specified range 95% of the time.
Discussion:



Ericsson: This should be tested together with RF requirements.
TruePosition: We could compromise as far as simulation results are the same with each other.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126748
Text Proposal for TS 36.111 Section 5 RF Requirements





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

Text proposal for LMU RF Requirements.
Discussion:



Ericsson: Too premature to agree the specification as we can not even agree the performance metric and simulation assumptions.
Decision: 

Noted


6.16.1.2
LMU measurement requirements (36.111)  [LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core]

R4-126687
On RRM framework





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

A discussion on RRM framework for network-based positioning

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126691
On UL RTOA measurements





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

A discussion on UL RTOA measurements

Discussion:



· Proposal 1: The UL RTOA measurement reporting unit is TS , which is the basic time unit defined in TS 36.211, clause 4.

TP: OK
· Proposal 2: Respond to RAN3 clarifying that to define UL RTOA measurement report mapping, RAN4 will conduct studies and notify RAN3 about the agreed report mapping for UL RTOA.

TP: 36.111 could capture the mapping. Then RAN3 could capture the integer. 

E///: the mapping is between # of tiers and an integer. RAN3 needs information on the range. We need analysis to conclude on the range.

Andrew: RAN3 needs clarification on the “Type, range and units,” not mapping.
Proposal 1 is agreed
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126693
On LMU information





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

A discussion on LMU information

Discussion:



· Proposal 1: Recommend RAN3 to define, as a part of the LMU information, thefollowing signalling from LMU to E-SMLC:

· List of supported E-UTRA bands, in which the LMU can perform UL RTOA measurements

· List of supported bandwidth combinations, in which the LMU can perform UL RTOA measurements (related to CA)

· Proposal 2: Indicate to RAN3 a set of LMU characteristics which require no signalling since they are to be covered by RAN4 requirements

WF: both proposals are agreed
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126695
LS response on UL RTOA measurements





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Draft LS response to RAN3 LS
Discussion:


Decision: 

Revised to R4-126822
R4-126822
LS response on UL RTOA measurements





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Draft LS response to RAN3 LS
Discussion:



TP: We have requested changes to the LS which was not incorporated. At least we need to remove information which RAN3 did not ask for. The resolution and note in the table are not requested by RAN3. E.g., the following table for question a. RAN4 needs further study on the resolution, which we believe need to be an order of magnitude more accurate. Question B ii) we could agree not to signal, but we do not need to state meansurement quality is poor, which requires more RAN4 studies. Question B iii), should remove “The number of measurements per LMU is determined at least by the number of UEs measured in parallel (preliminary 24) and the number of carriers measured per UE when configured in CA, i.e., at least 242=48 measurements per LMU for two carriers.”, which was not asked by RAN3.

	UL RTOA Expected Propagation Delay

	Type
	INTEGER

	Range
	1..1200

	Total number of values in the range
	1200

	ResolutionNote
	8(Ts

	Note: the parameter is provided for information only


E///: the resolution is essential information. The TA resolution is 16Ts, so it’s not reasonable to assume UL measurement accuracy of less than 8 Ts. For B ii), we could agree not to specify the signal. We have plenty of time to resolve other issues.


TP: B ii) answer should be only not specify.


E///: we should provide reasoning.


TP: we could not agree to the reasoning, which RAN4 has not reached consensus.

Chair: Does TP agree with the resolution provided by E///? If agreeable, RAN4 could send more information to RAN3.


TP: we could agree to the resolution in Table 1 and 2 but not 3.


Andrew: the resolution for UL RTOA measurement could be much better than TA resolution in Table 3.


E///: UE UL timing adjustment step is 16 Ts, hence the accuracy couldn’t be better than 8 Ts.

Andrew: we could provide resolution if this would help RAN3. If we couldn’t agree on the resolution, we could specify a few more bits on the range.


E///: RAN3 has the expertise of specifying the signalling; RAN4 has the expertise of specify the accuracy. The bit width discussion could be discussed in RAN3. We should provide the full picture instead of random numbers.


TP: Since resolution is “for information” as E/// indicated, this resolution information would not impact RAN3.

Chair: please draft the LS to include information that could be agreed by the group.


E///: could not agree not to provide resolution in Table 3.


TP: we could  leave the whole table as TBD.


E///: when should TBD resolved?

Chair: leaving TBDs in the spec could be considered core spec  is not complete, could the rapporteur consider the impact of having TBD in RAN3 spec?


TP (Rapporteur): we would prefer to provide answers to questions asked by RAN3. “For information : could be very helpful but maybe we could take more time discussing those aspects.


E///: Table 3 is the basic measurements and key to this technique. Can’t leave it as TBD.

Chair: if we have differen views on the content of table 3, could we provide both alternatives to RAN3. Myabe RAN3 could have signalling solutions to accommodate both possible outcomes?


E///: If we provide the unit as Ts, that’s not accurate information.


TP: we don’t need to provide unit as Ts, we only need to specify that it’s an integer. RAN4 spec will contain the information. As in OTDOA, the RAN2 spec only says “integer” as unit.

TP: on B  iii), could only agree on the first sentence. Second part is already provided in C.


E///: we have different understanding. Would like to provide the whole picture.


Chair: does the 2nd part change RAN3 spec?


TP: it doesn’t change the RAN3 spec, the first part already gives RAN3 the answer.


Chair: could LS be drafted to capture different views in RAN4 on this aspect?
Decision:
Revised to R4-126978
R4-126978
LS response on UL RTOA measurements





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Decision:
Approved


R4-126759
Discussion on LS on SLmAP from RAN3





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

Addresses questions raised by RAN3 on some IEs in the SLmAP document 36.459.

Discussion:



E///: has true position done any analysis to the metric proposal.


TP: correlation is a natural metric to use.


E///: in other positioning methods, we don’t use the same metric.


TP: could discuss alternative proposal.

E///: proposal 6, # of measurements are per carrier or overall?


TP: it’s overall

E///: we have concerns on proposals 1, 2, and 4. For proposal 1, it indicates minimum distance is 300m between UE and LMU.


TP: this is the search window size, where uncertainly of 30 Ts corresponds to the small cell size.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126760
Draft LS Response on Uplink Positioning Parameters





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 
 Noted



R4-126751
Discussion on 36.111 Section 6 Measurement Time Requirements





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

Discussion of requirements for the LMU Measurement Time.

Discussion:



Proposal 1:  State the time required for the LMU to acquire and process UL RTOA measurements to be
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E///: we need a bit more discussion on the proposal.
Decision: 

Noted.



R4-126753
Text Proposal for TS 36.111 Section 6 UL RTOA Measurement Time Requirements





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

Text proposal for the LMU UL RTOA Measurement time requirements.

Discussion:



E///: we need to make some editorial changes.
Decision: 

Revised to R4-126823


R4-126823
Text Proposal for TS 36.111 Section 6 UL RTOA Measurement Time Requirements





Source: TruePosition

Abstract: 

Text proposal for the LMU UL RTOA Measurement time requirements.

Discussion:



.
Decision:
Agreed


6.17
E-UTRA medium range and MSR medium range / local area BS class  [medBS_class_LTE_MSR]

R4-126080
BS classes Work Item TR 37.809 v1.2.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Update of TR 37.809 based on TPs approved at RAN4#64bis.

Discussion:



Probably final technical changes needed in TR. Editorial corrections needed still. Final version will be submitted on Fri. Annexes A and B will be removed from final version.
Telecom Italia: There is a mistake in current Annex B related to SEM. It is not in line with agreements.
Decision: 

Approved

R4-126850
BS classes Work Item TR 37.809 v1.3.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Update of TR 37.809 based on TPs approved at RAN4#64bis.

Discussion:



This will be presented for approval in plenary and the WI will be closed.
Decision: 

Approved

R4-126366 
Introduction of new BS classes to E-UTRA core specification (performance part)
CR to 36.104


Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO

Decision:
Agreed
R4-126367 
Introduction of new BS classes to E-UTRA core specification (performance part)
CR to 36.141


Ericsson, NTT DOCOMO

Decision:
Agreed
6.17.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existence studies  [medBS_class_LTE_MSR-Core]

6.17.2
BS RF (core / conformance)  [medBS_class_LTE_MSR-Core/Perf]

R4-126104
Introduction of new BS classes to MSR specification (general parts)





37.141
  CR-166  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE

Abstract: 

CR is adding necessary text to general sections in order to introduce new BS classes.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126320
Introduction of new BS classes to TS37.141 (Transmitter part)





37.141
  CR-169  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 

Add transmitter requirements to TS 37.141 to introduce support for MSR Medium Range and Local Area BS.
Discussion:



Telecom Italia: In this CR the SEM is in wrong table 6.6.2.5.2.2. The note is not updated for Rel-11.
Ericsson: We already had other CR in last meeting to correct that.

Alcatel-Lucent: CR for Rel-11 was agreed two meetings ago. There is no such note in table. We received LS from GERAN and added the note in Rel-9 and Rel-10.

Ericsson: We could provide separate CR or modify this. We prefer separate CR for Rel-11.

Telecom Italia: Main issues to have everything agreed in this meeting.

Ericsson: Separate CR is more logical.
Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126365
Introduction of new BS classes to MSR test specification (receiver part)





37.141
  CR-172  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE, CATT

Abstract: 

MSR BS Receiver test requirements are extended to cover the MSR MR and LA BS classes.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126438
Introduction of medium range BS class to TS 36.141 (clause 1-5)





36.141
  CR-407  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 

Medium range BS class is added to the clause 1-5 according to Annex A of TR 37.809.
Discussion:



Version of the spec shall be 11.2.0. Secretary will correct.
Decision: 

Agreed



6.17.2.1
Medium Range BS transmitter  [medBS_class_LTE_MSR-Core/Perf]

R4-126122
CR for TS 36.141 transmitter characteristics (Clause 6) due to introduction of Medium Range BS





36.141
  CR-401  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

This CR is drafted to capture all modifications to TS 36.141 (Rel-11) transmitter characteristics (Clause 6) due to introduction of Medium Range BS.
Discussion:



ZTE: Spurious table need to be updated. We need to revise CR in R4-126001 from Santa Rosa. => 6919. Same CR number, revision 2.
Decision: 

Revised in 6918

R4-126918
CR for TS 36.141 transmitter characteristics (Clause 6) due to introduction of Medium Range BS





36.141
  CR-401  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

This CR is drafted to capture all modifications to TS 36.141 (Rel-11) transmitter characteristics (Clause 6) due to introduction of Medium Range BS.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126919
CR for TS 36.104 transmitter characteristics (Clause 6) due to introduction of Medium Range BS





36.104
  CR-352  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

This is a revision of R4-126001 which was agreed in RAN4#64bis. This CR replaces R4-126001.

Discussion:



Chair: Decision for R4-126001 in RAN4#64bis is overturned by the present meeting.

Decision: 

Agreed
6.17.2.2
Medium Range BS receiver [medBS_class_LTE_MSR-Core/Perf]

R4-126378
E-UTRA MR BS receiver requirement





36.141
  CR-405  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 

To update E-UTRA MR BS receiver test requirement.
Discussion:



CATT: Some bands are missing.
Decision: 

Revised in 6878
R4-126878
E-UTRA MR BS receiver requirement





36.141
  CR-405  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 

To update E-UTRA MR BS receiver test requirement.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126879
E-UTRA MR BS receiver requirements





36.104  CR: 353, Rev 1 (Rel-11)

Source: CATT, Alcatel Lucent, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 
This is a revision of R4-126000 which was agreed in RAN4#64bis. This CR replaces R4-126000.
Discussion:



Chair: Decision for R4-126000 in RAN4#64bis is overturned by the present meeting.

Decision: 

Agreed
There are 2 more CRs treated in RRM session 6366 and 6367

6.17.2.3
Local Area BS transmitter [medBS_class_LTE_MSR-Core/Perf]

6.17.2.4
Local Area BS receiver [medBS_class_LTE_MSR-Core/Perf]

6.17.3
BS demodulation performance  [medBS_class_LTE_MSR-Perf]

6.18
Enhanced downlink control channel(s) for LTE  [LTE_enh_dl_ctrl]
R4-126820

Way forward on Core requirements impact of ePDCCH

Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Decision: Agreed
R4-126510
Signaling Updates for EPDCCH





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

This contribution summarizes the signaling requirements for EPDCCH.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126670
Overview of ePDCCH impact on requirements





Source: Ericsson/St-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document provide an initial overview of the introduction of ePDCCH on core and performance requirements

We have concluded that RLM needs to be discussed further in the context of ePDCCH once RAN 1 and RAN 2 have progressed more the work, and that cell acquisition and UE measurements are not affected by the introduction of ePDCCH as they are based on CRSs, PSS/SSS. 
It is likely that new performance requirements will be needed to cover the particular characteristics of ePDCCH structure compared to PDCCH. In particular, the mode of transmissions based on beamforming and /or precoding, the localized and distributed scheduling, the possible rate matching capability depending on RAN 1 outcome, the quasi collocation wrt CRS/PSS/SSS etc.. are among others, aspects which need to be considered when defining the test set up.
Discussion:



Renesas: could you please clarify open issues in RAN1/2 on RLM issue? If there is no common search space, why can’t we conclude in RAN4 that there is no need for RLM?


E///: we could wait for RAN1 to finalize.


ALU: RAN1 has concluded no common search space, could E/// clarify what additional information is needed from RAN1? We feel that we don’t need RLM for ePDCCH, but the group could take more time.


E///: we would like to have more time to study.


QC: if PDCCH doesn’t work but ePDCCH work, should the UE go to RLF?


DCM: if PDCCH doesn’t work, UE couldn’t receive common control information, so UE will go to RLF.

HW: on demod, E/// propose to have different structure for ePDCCH and PDCCH. We prefer to reuse PDCCH demod parameters for ePDCCH. 


E///: we would also like to reuse PDCCH methodology, but it seems ePDCCH is closer to PDSCH (OL, CL MIMO).

HW: how do we identify typical scenarios for ePDCCH test?


E///: we could discuss typical use case in RAN4.

WF: agree no need for RLM requirements for ePDCCH.
Decision: 

Noted


6.18.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Core]

R4-126512
RF Core Requirements for EPDCCH





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

This contribution confirms the tentative agreement on non-impact to RF Core requirements for EPDCCH.
Discussion:


They will WF in RRM session
Decision: 

Approved



6.18.2
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Perf]

R4-126285
Preliminary analysis for ePDCCH impacts on the RRM specifications





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion. Rel-11, LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Perf.   In this contribution, we provide the preliminary analysis on ePDCCH impacts on RLM, cell identification and mobility measurement.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126511
RRM Core Requirements for EPDCCH





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

Based on the above considerations and if the above Proposal is agreeable, it can thus be proposed that the RRM Core requirements in Release 11 are not impacted by the introduction of EDPCCH.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.18.3
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Perf]

R4-126150
Discussion on the performance requirements for ePDCCH





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract:
Discussion:



ALU: clarify the reference of how PDSCH e-DLMIMO work and relay R-PDCCH work could be leveraged?


HW: 36.101 and 36.116 could be used for reference.

E///: should we use the same parameters for PDCCH or investigate new scenarios?
Decision: 

Noted



6.18.4
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Perf]

6.18.5
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Perf]
6.19
RF Requirements for Multi-band and Multi-standard Radio (MB-MSR) Base Station [MB_MSR_RF]

ALU wanted to see how the value of 1.4 dB is derived in the TR

Ericsson: We can prepare CR/TP for the report in the next meeting.
R4-126860 MB-MSR Ad Hoc minutes





Source: Huawei

Discussion:



Decision: 

approved
R4-126874
LS Out: MB-MSR WI status





Source: Huawei
Abstract: 

Discussion:



NSN wanted time to check
Decision: 

Approved

R4-126337
Updated TR 37.812 v0.3.0





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

Some text proposals were agreed at RAN4#64bis. The TPs are now incorporated in an updated version 0.3.0 of the MB-MSR Work Item TR 37.812.

Discussion:



Decision: 
approved
R4-127001
Updated TR 37.812 v0.4.0





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

Some text proposals were agreed at RAN4#64bis. The TPs are now incorporated in an updated version 0.3.0 of the MB-MSR Work Item TR 37.812.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Approved
R4-126338
Update of MSR specification (Section 1) due to introduction of MB-MSR BS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution proposes to add approved proposal into the scope of TS 37.104.  In the case of MB-MSR BS, single-RAT operation means the same RAT is configured in all supported operating bands.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted
R4-126895
Introduction of multi-band BS to TS 25.104





Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Abstract: 

Discussion:



Ericsson wanted time to review.
Decision: 

Revised in 7003

R4-127003
Introduction of multi-band BS to TS 25.104





Source: Alcatel-Lucent
Abstract: 

Discussion:



Ericsson wanted time to review.
Decision: 

Agreed 


6.19.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existence studies  [MB_MSR_RF-Core]

6.19.2
BS RF (core)  [MB_MSR_RF-Core]

R4-126339
How to apply MB-MSR requirements to the antenna connector(s)





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution is to solve the open issue how to apply RF requirements to the antenna connector(s) in case of multiple antenna connectors for the bands are supported.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted




R4-126340
Introduction of MB-MSR to MSR specification (Clause 6)





37.104
  CR-110  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson,  Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 

Introduction of MB-MSR to MSR specification (Clause 6)

Discussion:



Decision: 
Revised into 6859
R4-126859
Introduction of MB-MSR to MSR specification (Clause 6)





37.104
  CR-110  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, CATT, Ericsson,  Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 

Introduction of MB-MSR to MSR specification (Clause 6)

Discussion:



Ericsson: please remove changes marks in the cover sheet
Decision: 
approved
R4-126444
Introduction of multi-band BS to TS 36.104





36.104
  CR-359  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Multi-band BS operation is added to TS 36.104.

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6894


R4-126894
Introduction of multi-band BS to TS 36.104





36.104
  CR-359  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, ZTE
Abstract: 

Multi-band BS operation is added to TS 36.104.
Discussion:


Decision: 

revised in 7002

R4-127002
Introduction of multi-band BS to TS 36.104





36.104
  CR-359  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, ZTE
Abstract: 

Multi-band BS operation is added to TS 36.104.
Discussion:


Decision: 

Noted

R4-126870
Way forward on specification of requirements for single-RAT multi-band capable BS in the single-RAT specification series











Source: Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE
Abstract: 

Multi-band BS operation is added to TS 36.104.

Discussion:



Ericsson: we worked on this WI for 8/9 months, but just at this meeting we saw the issue. Any solution would contain an element that ensures that this woudn’t happen again. We want to solve this issue, but not for this meeting. May have a SI for R12.

ALU: the sourcing companies see this finished for R11. The time is getting limited. That’s why the sourcing companies want to do it for R11.

Ericsson: I am not saying the CR should for R12. 

NSN: actually there is a doc from Docomo that there are some issues for MSR specs as it is not used some countries. This is not something new.

DT: this is not a RAN4 decision, it is a RAN decision.

RAN4 chair: if we close the WI, we should finish everything. If there is some remaining work, we need exception sheet. If the exception sheet is accepted, RAN4 can only work on the work listed in the sheet.

ALU: agree with RAN4 chair that we need an exception sheet. How about testing aspects?

RAN4 chair: it is for core. Testing is in the performance part.

DT: if RAN plenary doesn’t accept the exception, the whole feature would be delayed into R12. From DT pov, we would like to see this feature for R11, meaning 37 CRs need to be approved.

Motorola Solution: rather concerned about the exception sheet. Should not see exception sheet.

RAN4 chair: it is RAN decision. If they accept exception, it is for R11. If not, the feature moves into R12.

Orange: we share the view with DT. Maybe one way forward is consider CRs for 36 series as TEI 11.

ALU: there is still time this week to approve the CRs to avoid bringing the issue to RAN.

Huawei: we can approve 37 CRs and finish it for R11 timeframe. Can accept orange suggestions for 36 CRs.

DT: let’s not fool ourselves. If RAN doesn’t accept exception, we don’t’ have the feature. let’s finish it at this meeting or before Dec.

NSN: there is still one open issue in 37 CR. We would like to have this feature for R11.

Ericsson: we are willing to discuss way forward for single RAT CR.  Agree with DT and Orange that the safe way forward is approve 37 CR first.

ALU: 37 CRs are already agree upon in RAN4. It would be RAN decision to officially approve the 37 CRs. It is not our intention to jeopadize 37 CRs.

Decision: 
revised into 6873
R4-126873
Way forward on specification of requirements for single-RAT multi-band capable BS in the single-RAT specification series











Source: Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, Huawei, DT, Ericsson
Abstract: 

Multi-band BS operation is added to TS 36.104.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126900
Introduction of requirements for BS capable of multi-band operation











Source: CATT, ZTE
Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

revised in 7004

R4-127004
Introduction of requirements for BS capable of multi-band operation











Source: CATT, ZTE
Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
6.19.2.1
General  [MB_MSR_RF-Core]

R4-126319
On RF requirements with consideration of  structures for MB-MSR BS and other BS





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In RAN4#64-bis,the document with same title was discussed but finally not agreed. And, we still think it is necessary to discuss the requirement focused on whether the antenna connector supports single or multiple operating band(s) and multi-band BS  stru

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126371
TP for Mapping of requirements on antenna ports





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

A TP for the MB-MSR TR on how to map requriemetns on multiple antenna ports in case of multiband capable BS is presented.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126379
Applicability of requirements for MB-MSR





37.104
  CR-113  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE

Abstract: 

To clarify that ├óÔé¼┼ôFor all BS operating in bands belonging to Band Category x, the RF requirements listed in Table 5.1-1 apply on a per-band basis.

Discussion:



Decision: 
approved
R4-126112
CR for TS37.104(Clause 1-3) due to introduction of multi-band MSR operation





37.104
  CR-109  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

New symbols ,definitions and abbreviations for MB-MSR were added.

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6854
R4-126854
CR for TS37.104(Clause 1-3) due to introduction of multi-band MSR operation





37.104
  CR-109  (Rel-11) v..





Source: ZTE, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

New symbols ,definitions and abbreviations for MB-MSR were added.

Discussion:



Decision: 
approved
R4-126105
Introduction of multi-band operation to MSR specification (section 4)





37.104
  CR-108  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE

Abstract: 

Multi-band operation does not exist in current specification. CR is adding necessary text to section 4 in order to introduce this operation.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Revised into 6857
R4-126857
Introduction of multi-band operation to MSR specification (section 4)





37.104
  CR-108  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE

Abstract: 

Multi-band operation does not exist in current specification. CR is adding necessary text to section 4 in order to introduce this operation.

Discussion:



ALU: it is ok to say 'ffs' in main spec?
NSN: there is a relation between the core req. and testing. That’s why we agreed to add the sentence. Will study this further and remove later on.
Decision: 
approved
6.19.2.2
Transmitter requirements  [MB_MSR_RF-Core]

6.19.2.3
Receiver requirements [MB_MSR_RF-Core]
R4-126341
TP on open issue of In-band blocking for MB-MSR BS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution gives some analysis on the in-band blocking for MB-MSR. And a proposal is provided to solve the remaining open issue.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted

R4-126514
TP on In-band blocking wanted signal level





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Based on the blocking probability, a way forward is proposed for the wanted signal level in case a blocker in the

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted

R4-126370
Introduction of MB-MSR to MSR core specification (Clause 7)





37.104
  CR-117  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE, CATT

Abstract: 

MSR BS Receiver core requirements are extended to cover MB-MSR.

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6871
R4-126871
Introduction of MB-MSR to MSR core specification (Clause 7)





37.104
  CR-117  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, CATT

Abstract: 

MSR BS Receiver core requirements are extended to cover MB-MSR.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


6.19.3
BS RF (conformance testing)  [MB_MSR_RF-Perf]

6.19.3.1
General  [MB_MSR_RF-Perf]
Manufacturer’s declaration
R4-126113
TP on manufacturerâ€™s declaration for MB-MSR





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution provides a Text Proposal on manufacturerÔÇÖs declaration for MB MSR BS, and gives some additional parameters for MB-MSR.

Discussion:



Huawei: what’s the meaning of “Maximum supported power difference between the operating bands”

ZTE: in usage, the power may be dynamically adjusted so need to declare this parameter.

NSN: do you have the similar parameter as proposed by Huawei?

ZTE: we don’t have such a parameter. It should be the sum of the two bands.

NSN: if it is the sum, why do we need to declare?

ALU: total number of supported carriers need to be declared. Is the total rated output power the sum of all antenna ports or at each antenna port in case the PA is used to drive multiple antenna ports.

ZTE: don’t have a strong view for  declaring total number of carriers. Most companies declare the total power as a sum.
Decision: 
noted
R4-126342
TP on Manufacturer's declaration





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution gives a discussion on how to define manufacturer's declaration and provides a text proposal for the latest TR 37.812.

Discussion:



NSN: it’s a good starting point. What’s definition for “Total bandwidth of transmitter and receiver for the declared band combination”?

Huawei: since we are talking about multi-band BS, this bandwidth is not identical to the sum of that for each band.

ALU: we need to have the parameter of max. power difference between the bands declared.

Docomo: should be open to discussing the declaration for separate antenns per band case.

ZTE:share the same view by ALU and NSN.

Huawei: our proposal there is a definition for supported bands for each antenna port, which should capture Docomo comments already.

Decision: 
revised into 6877
R4-126877
TP on Manufacturer's declaration





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution gives a discussion on how to define manufacturer's declaration and provides a text proposal for the latest TR 37.812.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126725
TP on Manufacturerâ€™s declaration for MB-MSR





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this paper, text is proposed for the MB-MSR manufacturerÔÇÖs declaration.

Discussion:



ZTE: do we need total number of carriers since it is declared for single band already.

Huawei: the proposal is similar to ours. The capability for multi-band operation is different for single band, thus the declaration needs to be different.

CATT: have similar view as ZTE because the total number of carriers can be the sum of the two bands.

Ericsson: have the same comment as Huawei. Probably you need to declare separately as the single band and multi band cases are different.

Huawei: the carriers supported in single band in single band mode may exceed the capability when in multi band operation.

ALU: in your rated output power, would you declare per BS or at each antenna port in case it is driven by the same PA?
Decision: 
noted

R4-126629
Consideration on manufacturer's declaration and test configuration for MB-MSR





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Give our consideration on consideration on manufacturer's declaration and test configuration for MB-MSR.

Discussion:



Decision: 
withdrawn

Test configurations and methods
R4-126343
General consideration on MB-MSR test method





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution gives an discussion on how to test these core requirements and provides a text proposal for the latest TR 37.812.

Discussion:



ALU: is the proposal to test per antenna port or per BS in case of separate antennas? Especially for RX blocking test. In the paper, it is said there are two interfereing signals. One or two?

Huawei: the req. is per band. If the two bands use common port, we test at the port. If separate antenna, test at each port. One interfering signals for blocking test at each band and two interfering signals for RX IMD..

NSN:  have some concerns about the sentence “, to test RX wanted signal in one operating band, the interfering signals should be implemented in all supported operating bands” this is not our understanding.

Huawei: the wording here is not clear. Intertering signal should be configured for each band in turn.

Docomo: we need to testoing for separate antenna case.

ZTE: you have a proposal of multi-band TC. Do you plan to use for single band operation?

Huawei: it depends on the requirements. For some, we do need new configuration.

NSN: need to think more about using multi-band TC as the declared parameters could be different as proposed in previous contribution.
Decision: 
Noted
R4-126345
Further consideration on MB-MSR BS test configurations





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution gives an further discussion on how to construct new multi-band test configurations and provides a text proposal for the latest TR 37.812.

Discussion:



NSN: the total number of carriers, we allocate narrow carriers at the edge. On what basis, you mean to round up to 5Mhz. how to consider GSM configuration for BC2 as it may have GERAN implication.

Ericsson: need further investigations.  Support the idea of reusing the existing TC for multi-band TC.

ZTE: align with Huawei on resuing CS. Need more time to check TC7.

Huawei: need to consider how to allocate resources since the capability is different.

ALU: if the max. power is per BS, also need to consider how to test this.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126727
TP on MB-MSR test method and test configurations





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This paper discuss MB-MSR test methods and test configurations.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.


RF channels
R4-126346
TP on RF channels for MB-MSR BS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution continues to discuss the RF channels for MB-MSR BS  and provides a text proposal for the latest TR 37.812 and TS 37.141.

Discussion:



NSN: RF bandwidth postions take into account two bands. How about mulit-bands? It’d better to reuse the existing terms.

ALU: you want to test per port or per BS? We decide on this aspect first.

Huawei: it is FFS for multi-bands. All the tests should be performed at antenna connector.

Decision: 
revised into 6880
R4-126880
TP on RF channels for MB-MSR BS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This contribution continues to discuss the RF channels for MB-MSR BS  and provides a text proposal for the latest TR 37.812 and TS 37.141.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
6.19.3.2
Transmitter requirements  [MB_MSR_RF-Perf]

6.19.3.3
Receiver requirements [MB_MSR_RF-Perf]

6.20
Improved Minimum Performance Requirements for E-UTRA: Interference Rejection [LTE_Interf_Rej]

6.20.1
Framework and system level studies [LTE_Interf_Rej-Perf]

R4-126304
Framework document for advanced receivers work item (rev. 4)





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This contribution provides the fourth revision of the framework document for advanced receivers work item. Agreements reached during RAN4#64bis are now captured to the document.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed


R4-126814

Meeting minutes for advanced receiver ad hoc

Source Renesas
Decision:  Agreed
6.20.2
Link level studies [LTE_Interf_Rej-Perf]

R4-126208
Advanced Receiver Link Level Simulations and Impairment Results





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Updated Impairment results for sync and async network operations.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126217
Simulation results for advanced receiver type verification





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides Huawei and HiSilicon FDD simulation results based on the agreed simulation assumption for receiver matching verification.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126303
Alignment simulation results for Test 1 of Advanced receiver (FDD)





Source: LG Electronics

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we present updated simulation results including impairments margin for Test 1 of FDD mode.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126305
Simulation results for additional requirements for enhanced receiver Type A (FDD)





Source: LG Electronics

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we present our simulation results for additional requirements for enhanced receiver Type A.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126306
Summary of alignment and impairment results (FDD)





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This document provides a summary of link level performance results for FDD based on input from individual participating companies.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126307
Summary of alignment and impairment results (TDD)





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This document provides a summary of link level performance results for TDD based on input from individual participating companies.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126308
Summary of results for receiver type verification for demodulation and CSI reporting





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This document provides a summary of link level results for receiver type verification for demodulation and CSI reporting in FDD/TDD based on input from individual participating companies.

Discussion:



Decision:
Noted



R4-126309
Alignment and impairment results for advanced receivers (FDD/TDD)





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide requested alignment and impairment results for FDD and TDD according to the agreed simulation framework.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126310
Finalization of the framework receiver type verification and CSI reporting





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our link level evaluation results following the agreed framework for verifying the receiver type for demodulation and CSI reporting.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126397
Simulation results for advanced receiver TDD CSI test





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

Simulation results for advanced receiver CSI test for TDD were provided.

Discussion:



Decision:
Withdrawn 





R4-126420
FDD and TDD impairment results for adavanced receiver





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we supply impariment results for FDD and TDD mode.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126453
Alignment and impairment results for advanced receiver demodulation tests





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our alignment and impairment results for advanced receiver demodulation tests for both FDD and TDD.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126455
Simulation results for advanced receiver type verification





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide our simulation results for advanced receiver type verification.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126476
Alignment results for additional test to verify receiver type





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we provide alignment results for the additional test to verify the receiver type.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126487
Simulation results for receiver type testing for MMSE IRC receiver





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

This contribution provides the simulation results for receiver type tests for MMSE IRC receiver

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126564
Advanced Receiver CSI Simulations and Impairment Results





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Link level simulation and impairment results for CSI for adv receivers.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
6.20.3
Asynchronous performance studies [LTE_Interf_Rej-Perf]

R4-126216
Impairment results for advanced receiver in asychronous network





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide the impairment results for the target test point of 70% maximum throughput.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126291
Advanced receiver performance impairment results in asynchronous networks





Source: NEC

Abstract: 

In this paper, we present advanced receiver performance impairment results in asynchronous networks.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126475
Impairment results for TM2/TM3 test for advanced receiver under asynchronous network





Source: ST-Ericsson, Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution the impairment results for Test 1 are provided with advanced receiver for asynchronous network.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126485
Simulation results on asynchronous network for MMSE IRC receiver





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

This contribution provides the simulation results for MMSE-IRC receiver on asynchronous network cases.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126509
1)
Link level performance for asynchronous FDD with TM2 and impairments, using interference rejection UE receivers





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This document provides link level performance results using an interference rejection UE receiver for FDD and asynchronous network timing assumptions, for the new TM2 scenario with impairments

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126647
Simulation results for FDD test 1 with impairment





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

In this paper, we submit the impairment results for the new FDD test case 1 in asynchronized network.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.20.4
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_Interf_Rej-Perf]

R4-126311
Introduction of advanced receivers demodulation performance (FDD)





36.101
  CR-1472  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This CR introduces mimimum performance requirements for advanced receivers (FDD). Additionally, the CR provides corrections to corresponding requirement scenarios, fixed reference channels and interference models (changes supersede earlier approved CRs in

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126817



R4-126817
Introduction of advanced receivers demodulation performance (FDD)





36.101
  CR-1472  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This CR introduces mimimum performance requirements for advanced receivers (FDD). Additionally, the CR provides corrections to corresponding requirement scenarios, fixed reference channels and interference models (changes supersede earlier approved CRs in

Discussion:



This CR replaces earlier approved CRs in R4-125900 (CR 1389), R4-125901 (CR 1390), R4-125902 (CR 1391).
Decision:
Agreed



R4-126313
Introduction of performance requirements for verifying the receiver type for advanced receivers (FDD/TDD)





36.101
  CR-1473  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This CR introduces mimimum performance requirements for verifying the receiver type for advanced receivers (FDD/TDD). Additionally, the CR provides corrections to corresponding requirement scenarios (changes supersede earlier approved CR in R4-125905).

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126818



R4-126818
Introduction of performance requirements for verifying the receiver type for advanced receivers (FDD/TDD)





36.101
  CR-1473  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

This CR introduces mimimum performance requirements for verifying the receiver type for advanced receivers (FDD/TDD). Additionally, the CR provides corrections to corresponding requirement scenarios (changes supersede earlier approved CR in R4-125905).

Discussion:



This CR replaces earlier approved CR in R4-125905 (CR 1448).
Decision:
Agreed



R4-126392
Introduction of Advanced Receivers Test Cases for TDD





36.101
  CR-1480  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

The TDD specfic part of test cases and tentative requirements were added. Some other corretions and update configuration were also added.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126819



R4-126819
Introduction of Advanced Receivers Test Cases for TDD





36.101
  CR-1480  (Rel-11) v..





Source: CATT

Abstract: 

The TDD specfic part of test cases and tentative requirements were added. Some other corretions and update configuration were also added.

Discussion:



This CR replaces earlier CRs in R4-125903 (CR Num: 1419r1) and R4-125904 (CR Num: 1447r1) which were agreed in RAN4#64bis.
Decision:
Agreed



R4-126649
Simulation results and proposed test point for receiver type verification and CSI reporting





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

In this paper, we submit the simulation results for CSI reporting, and propose the test SNR point and requirement.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


6.21
Verification of radiated multi-antenna reception performance of UEs in LTE/UMTS 

R4-126204
Updated TR 36.977





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

Updated TR based on agreements in R4-125573 and R4-125939
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126079
MIMO 2x2 Absolute Data Throughput preliminary results





Source: Motorola Mobility

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126096
Discussion on MIMO Channel Model Validation in Multi Probe Chamber





Source: CATR

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126097
TMC MIMO OTA Comparison Testing for MIMO Devices in CTIA IL/IT Part 2 Reverberation





Source: CATR

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126108
MIMO Performance Evaluations using Single Cluster Channel Models





Source: ETS-Lindgren

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126229
SNR measurement methods in Anechoic Chambers





Source: Spirent Communications

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126238
Emulation of DUT Rotation in the Conducted Test of the Absolute Throughput Framework





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

Defines the concept of DUT rotation relative to the SCME channel model origin, shares simulation results of the impact of DUT rotation on spatial correlation, Shannon capacity, and channel matrix condition number;  recommends inclusion of the DUT rotation

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126239
TP for TR 37.977 on the Emulation of DUT Rotation in the Conducted Test of the Absolute Throughput Framework





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

Defines the concept of DUT rotation relative to the SCME channel model origin for the conducted portion of the absolute data throughput framework.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6911


R4-126911
TP for TR 37.977 on the Emulation of DUT Rotation in the Conducted Test of the Absolute Throughput Framework





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

Defines the concept of DUT rotation relative to the SCME channel model origin for the conducted portion of the absolute data throughput framework.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126241
CTIA Inter-Lab/Inter-Technique Test Campaign Report: Channel Model Verification and OTA Results





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

Presents a detailed description of the multi-probe anechoic chamber setup used by Intel to perform the Inter-Lab Inter-Technique measurements, a set of channel model verification results, and measured OTA throughput results for the references antennas and

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126426
MIMO OTA test method completion in release 11





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss the latest information received from RAN1 and potential ways forward for RAN4ÔÇÖs MIMO OTA test method development.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126427
MIMO OTA AWGN measurements





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution we present MIMO OTA AWGN measurement results.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126481
TP of a file format example header for TR 37.977 on antenna pattern data format (TR Clause 9.3.2)





Source: ATR

Abstract: 

This text proposal for TR 37.977 presents a file format example header of the antenna pattern data.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6916



R4-126521
Calibration and measurement uncertainty in the two-channel method





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

This paper gives a first overview on the calibration steps required for the two-channel method. It also highlights the additional contributions to the measurement uncertainty which have to be taken into account.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126557
Text Proposal for TR 37.977 on the Definition of 3D Isotropic Channel Models





Source: Bluetest AB

Abstract:
Doc is merged with R4-126560 into R4-126914, to be presented in main session
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126560
Text Proposal for TR 37.977 on the Verification Procedure for the 3D Isotropic Channel Models





Source: Bluetest AB

Abstract: 
Doc is merged with R4-126557 into R4-126914 to be presented in main session
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126639
Throughput measurements with Band 7 phones using MOSG Reference Antennas





Source: Sony Europe, Elektrobit Corporation

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126646
Throughput measurements with Band 13 phones under SCME UMi & UMa channel models





Source: Sony Europe, Elektrobit Corporation

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126651
Two-stage MIMO Reference Antenna Test Results update





Source: Agilent Technologies, CATR

Abstract: 

Update to resutls presented in Santa Rosa

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126666
Framework for analyzing the cost of MIMO OTA test methods





Source: Agilent Technologies

Abstract: 

This paper proposes a framework for analyzing the costs of the various MIMO OTA candidate test methods.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126702
Errors and Uncertanities in the MIMO OTA measurements





Source: Elektrobit Corporation, Motorola Mobility, ETS-Lindgren, Satimo Industries

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126721
MIMO OTA simulation resutls





Source: Agilent Technologies

Abstract: 

Various simulation results

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126771
Isotropic Channel Model Based on SCME





Source: Azimuth Systems

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126772
Text Proposal for TR 37.977 for Definition of 3D Isotropic Channel Models





Source: Azimuth Systems

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn
R4-126914
Text Proposal for TR 37.977 for Definition of 3D Isotropic Channel Models





Source: Azimuth Systems, Bluetest, EMITE
Abstract: 
Discussion:



Bluetest: We have got some comments offline.
Intel: We have 2 cocnerns on this. If we include separate section for channel models that is not in line with the goal of WI. Channel model shoul be into 8.2 like discussed in AH. We like to review until next meeting.
Motorola Mobility: WE agree with Intel.

Elektrobit agree too.

Bluetest: OK to review until next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126915
CTIA MIMO OTA Sub Group (MOSG) Report to RAN4





Source: AT&T
Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126916
TP of a file format example header for TR 37.977 on antenna pattern data format (TR Clause 9.3.1.2)





Source: ATR
Abstract: 
Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6926
R4-126926
TP of a file format example header for TR 37.977 on antenna pattern data format (TR Clause 9.3.1.2)





Source: ATR
Abstract: 
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
AH Minutes and LS
R4-126203
Meeting minutes of MIMO OTA ad-hoc session RAN4#65





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

Meeting minutes. To be drafted and submitted during meeting week.
Discussion:



Elektrobit : Decision to merge 2 TPs was not agreed.

Vodafone: There was offline discussions to proceed, proposal to discuss in the main session.

Qualcomm is not in the attendee list  even we were present.
Motorola Mobility: 6567 does not reflect the decision of the AH. We like to keep WF

Bluetest: WF is not majority decision.

Intel: Remove agreement made offline.

Decision: 

Revised in 6961.
R4-126961
Meeting minutes of MIMO OTA ad-hoc session RAN4#65





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

Meeting minutes. To be drafted and submitted during meeting week.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126912
LS to RAN1 – Proposal of Additional Channel Models for MIMO Performance Characterization





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

Discussion:



Azimuth Systems could not agree with this which was drafted offline.
Bluetest agreed. There are several things need to be discussed in the AH first.

Intel: This asks relevan information in order to progress the work.

Vodafone: Intention could be useful but this was drafted without the consensus of the group.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126996
MIMO OTA way forward





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

Discussion:


This proposes additional separate MIMO OTA AH in March 2013. 
Chair: March AH was approved. There will be no MCC support.
Decision: 

Approved
6.22
Public Safety Broadband High Power UE for Band 14 for Region 2 [LTE_B14_PSBB_HPUE]

6.22.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existence studies  [LTE_B14_PSBB_HPUE-Core]

HPUE and B13 eNB Co-existence
R4-126405
Simulation results for coexistence studies of Band 14 +31dBm HPUE





Source: General Dynamics Broadband

Abstract: 

This document presents simulation results for coexistence studies between High Power UEs (HPUEs) deployed in Band 14 and Band 13 eNBs. The study investigates the use of a Maximum Output Power (MOP) for the HPUE of +31dBm.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126169
Power Control Sets: A (1A/2A) and B (2A/2B)





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This document discuss the merits of using Power Control Set A (1A/2A) and Set B (1B/2B)for setting the ACLR requirements for higher power devices

Conclusion: Standard power control algorithm (1A/2A) as used for previous work in 3GPP can be used for setting the ACLR requirements.
Discussion:


Alcatel-Lucent: We can not agree with the conclusion a). Correct value can be found in 36.213.

Motorola Solutions: Current setting does not differentiate low and high power.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126170
B14 PSBB HPUE UL to B13 eNodeB co-existence results





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

Simulations results for HPUE UL to B13 eNB co-existence and TP for TR36.837

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126733
Simulations results for Band 14 HPUE with MOP=31dBm





Source: EADS

Abstract: 

This document contains the co-existence simulation results between Band 14 HPUE (with MOP=31dBm) and Band 13 eNodeB.  It also contains a text proposal for the corresponding section of the TR36.837.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
ACLR
R4-126445
Recommendations on ACLR for Public Safety Broadband High Power UE





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Verizon

Abstract: 

In this paper, we provide our simulation results using the agreed simulation assumptions in the TR 36.837 [3], except with HP UE MOP of 31 dBm. We show here the impact of the ACLR of the B14 HP UE on the uplink (UL) throughput of the coexisting Band 13 (B

Discussion:



Motorola Solutions: We should not drive requirements based on worst case scenario which does not exist in real world.
Alcatel-Lucent: UE may or may not be blocked. Doc 6167 shows that HPUE have better performance than commercial UE so mit is possible case.
Motorola Solutions: RX performance is unchanged.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126752
HPUE ACLR





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This contribution presents ACLR simulation results for HPUE 31dBm
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
HPUE blocking B13 eNodeB

R4-126168
B14 PSBB HPUE blocking B13 eNB





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

Simulation results for PSBB HPUE blocking B13 eNB and TP for TR36.837

Propose no changes are needed to the BS to address the proposed HPUE deployment scenario.
Discussion:



Alcatel-Lucent: 23 dBm UE blocking use 10 dB less MCL. We have concern to approve. This give the wrong impression that all BSs can withstand -46 dBm blocker.
Motorola-Solutions: Results are consistent with 23 dBm UE and existing studies. We could take 23 dB results out.
Ericsson: We should use agreed 31 dBm value.

Decision: 

Revised in 6902
R4-126902
B14 PSBB HPUE blocking B13 eNB





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

Simulation results for PSBB HPUE blocking B13 eNB and TP for TR36.837

Propose no changes are needed to the BS to address the proposed HPUE deployment scenario.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126446
Additional simulation results on BS blocking for Public Safety Broadband High Power UE





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

In this paper, we provide our simulation results using the agreed simulation assumptions in the TR 36.837 [3], except with HP UE MOP of 31 dBm. We show here the Cumulative Density Function (CDF) of the Band 13 (B13) BS received blocking signal from the 31
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126743
B14 HPUE blocking B13 eNodeB





Source: EADS

Abstract: 

This document contains the simulations results to check the impact on HPUE in Band 14 blocking Band 13 eNodeB.
Discussion:



Alcatel-Lucent: We should consider ACS requirement -52 dBm in current spec.
Ericsson: Blocking levels seems bit high.
Decision: 

Noted
GPS considerations
R4-126167
B14 HPUE GPS considerations





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This document examines the GPS implementation issues for the HPUE
Discussion:



Qualcomm: This says IDC should not be problem for HPUE. Have you considered cross device impact?
Decision: 

Approved


6.22.2
UE RF (36.101) [LTE_B14_PSBB_HPUE-Core]

R4-126171
B14 HPUE way forward





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This document discusses a way forward for the HPUE maximum output power and associated ACLR requirment

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126173
TP for B14 PSBB HPUE Maximum Output Power (MOP)





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

this document proposes a value for the HPUE maximum output power (MOP)and provides a TP for the TR36.837
Discussion:



Ericsson: We accept the tolerance but there is a relations to otrher bands which may be challenging to implement. We propose to remove the comparison.

EADS: Target was originally 33 dBm but we can agree 31 dBm for the sake of progress. Why do we need empty column for Class 2?
Motorola-Solutions: Other sections in TR discuss Class 1. We prefer to keep Class 1 now and correct the TR by CR in the next meeting.

Decision: 

Revised in 6903


R4-126903
TP for B14 PSBB HPUE Maximum Output Power (MOP)





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

this document proposes a value for the HPUE maximum output power (MOP)and provides a TP for the TR36.837

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126174
CR for LTE  B14 HPUE (Power Class 1 )





36.101
  CR-1461  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

CR for LTE B14 HPUE
Discussion:



Motorola Solutions: ACLR in brackets [36-38]. We could agree 37 dB as a compromise.
Qualcomm: This is specialised application. This use super filters, high linear PAs, does not need to take care of SAR etc. Specialised applicability should be mentioned specifically in the specification. 

Motorola Solutions: In the beginning of LTE we had long discussions but operators did not want to separate device types and form factors for power classes. This should be part of general discussion.
Alcatel-Lucent: We have shown simulation results with different PC parameters. We haven’t seen analysis from anyone that 38 dB ACLR is difficult. We think it is not difficult to meet. ACLR is not a critical factor.
GDB: Even if you apply different PC parameters they are not specific to HPUE. 36 dB is more reasonable value.
Motorola Solutions: Based on feedback from chip set vendors 38 should not be specified.

Dish: WE support the CR.

Fujitsu: ALU says tighten the spec should be trivial but 38 dB is really tough. 36 dB is more feasible.

Alcatel-Lucent: Can you provide contribution to justify that?

Fujitsu: It is not typical to provide implementation details.

Ericsson: UTRA ACLR is not specified in this CR.
Motorola Solutions: We could close LTE part first.

Chair: Can we agree single value as we should close the WI this week?

Compromise was not OK for Alcatel-Lucent without justification.

Motorola Solutions: All information can not be published.

Chair: Who can not agree with compromise 37 dB?

· ALU, but was ready with brackets
· Chair: When to remove brackets?

· ALU: When we see results

Verizon supported ALU comment but was ready to compromise 37 dB without brackets for the sake of progress to close the WI.

Alcatel-Lucent: In this case we can accept.

Motorola Solutions thanked Verizon

Intel: We should specify this is only for Band 14

EADS: We could also solve class 1 and 2 chnage while doing this. TR can be correceted for the RAN plenary as company contribution.

Motorola Solutions: We should provide TR to the plenary so CR to RAN is no a good idea. We can minute in report that it will be changed in the next meeting with CR.

Chair: 37 dB ACLR was agreed without brackets.

Decision: 

Revised in 6904


R4-126904
CR for LTE  B14 HPUE (Power Class 1 )





36.101
  CR-1461  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Motorola Solutions, Harris Corporation, General Dynamics Broadband, EADS, Electrobit, Fujtisu; ST-Ericsson; Ericsson; Nokia Siemens Network, Sprint, ATT, SouthernLINC, Dish Networks
Abstract: 

CR for LTE B14 HPUE
Discussion:


Ericsson: Is ACL the only change:

MS: Yes

Ericsson: We want to note we have not added UTRA ACLR. It may be relevant to define if we consider this for other bands where E-UTRA and UTRA co-exist.

Qualcomm : At some point we need to address the application for the PC1. That is for speciaslized operation.
Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126910
TR36.837 v.1.0 Band 14 Public safety broadband high power User Equipment





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 
Discussion:



NSN: Tdoc list says this is NSN document. Secretary will correct
Decision: 

Approved
6.23
Coordinated Multi-Point Operation for LTE – Downlink [COMP_LTE_DL]

R4-126468
Analysis on typical value for DL CoMP test cases





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

We propose not to add new BS core requirements. And consider the worse case on timing and frequency offset in UE performance test according to network typical deployment.
Discussion:



Ericsson: WF in draft inbox. Some companies indicate some requirements to BS core requirements.
Decision: 

Noted


R4-126499
Discussion for CoMP deployment scenarios and BS requirements





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide the typical CoMP deployment scenarios and discuss how to capture BS parameters.

Proposal: Deployment scenarios should be captured to TR or Chairman’s note
Discussion:



Chair preference for the proposal is TR.
Ericsson: We already capture some parameters in WF. Difficult to capture scenarios without studies. Why should these be applicable to CoMP.
NSN: Timing and frequency offsets will be finalized in the next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126659
Way forward for BS core requirements under Comp





Source: Ericsson/St-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document provides a way forward on how to handle BS core requirements for Comp
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
Chair: Do you have tdoc number for WF yet?  
Ericsson: No, but it’s in the draft inbox.
Tdoc number for WF is 6905
R4-126905
WF on CoMP for LTE DL





Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved in RRM session
R4-126821

Way forward on the RRM and CSI Core requirements for DL-CoMP

Source Samsung
Decision: Withdrawn
R4-126826

Meeting minutes for CoMP ad hoc

Source Samsung
Decision: Approved
6.23.1
RRM core (36.133)  [COMP_LTE_DL-Core]

R4-126166
Way forward on DL-CoMP RRM core requirements





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

Two way forwards on DL-CoMP were proposed last meeting but there was not consensus reached. In this contribution, we provide further way forward by analysing the timing error requirement and frequency error requirement issues.

Proposal 1: No need to specify additional UE receive timing requirement

Proposal 2: No new RRM requirement is needed for DL-CoMP 
Way forward 1:  Specify/further study inter-TP timing offset in the UE PDSCH demod test for DL-CoMP
Way forward 2: Introduce inter-TP frequency offset in the UE demod test.  

Discussion:



SS: we agree with the proposals. We would also like to get consensus on existing RRM requirements do not need to be modified for DL-CoMP.

Renesas: Please clarify “additional” UE receive timing requirement?


ZTE: we menat no receive timing requirement.

Ericsson: what’s the “RRM requirement” relationship to frequency error?


ZTE: no RF core requirements for base station in relation to how UE handles frequency error

WF: Agree that no new RRM requirement is needed for DL-CoMP
Decision: 

Noted



6.23.2
RRM performance (36.133)  [COMP_LTE_DL-Perf]

6.23.3
UE Demodulation / CSI performance (36.101)  [COMP_LTE_DL-Core/Perf]

R4-126154
General discussion on DL CoMP test case design





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides general discussion on DL CoMP test case design

Discussion:



Proposal 1: There is no need to add new test for PDCCH. 

Proposal 2: ePDCCH can be discussed under a separate agenda.
Proposal 3: There is no need to add new performance tests to cover the CoMP + eICIC and CoMP + CA.

QC: depending on the SNR levels, we might have CoMP+eICIC scenario, such as proposal 8. No need to explicitly rule it out.


NSN: we don’t need to test the combination of different features.


QC: CoMP TM10 tests could be effectively eICIC/feICIC test. There is no additional test effort.


E///: is the proposal from QC to reuse the SNR set point or more than that?


QC: mostly we are talking about SNR point. different for scenario 3 and 4. We don’t want to rule it out.


SS: there is no linkage between TM10 and CoMP so far.



Chair: could you please clarify the difference between TM10 and CoMP?


MM: CoMP + eICIC depends on the likelihood of both features being implemented together.



QC: not clear the likelihood of both being implemented. First we would propose to reuse the SNR levels.


Renesas: usually we define individual features in RAN4.

ZTE: we should not mix both CoMP and eICIC.
Proposal 4: RAN4 focuses on scenario 3 and 4 first to set up the test configuration, then verify the applicability to scenario 1 and 2.
Proposal 5: quasi-co-location and PDSCH RE mapping issues can be covered by one test case if the test case is needed for CoMP.
Proposal 6: at least two CSI test cases would be added to cover three purposes.
Proposal 7: two TPs can be modeled for the CSI test.

SS: in the case of FG 7.0, we might not need two TPs
Proposal 8: adopt some typical interference values that are used in eICIC tests to simplify the RAN4 discussion.

E///: it may be difficult to use these interference level. In ABS subframe, the interference level could be different from the CoMP case. There is no scenario 4 in eICIC. 


SS:  the 6 and 9 dB bias might not be applicable to CoMP.
Proposal 9: UE capability for reporting different number of CSI processes should be considered.

Intel: is the plan to design CSI for each capability or minimum capability.


HW: we need to check the maximum # of CSI process for each capability. Test could be unified.


Renesas: If a UE passes 7.1, should a UE skip the 7.0 tests?


HW: yes only test the max capability.
Proposal 10: there is no need to consider co-located antenna impact on the CSI measurement accuracy.

QC: we believe it would be helpful to include non-collocation in CSI as well since there could be reporting mismatch.

E///: we believe FG 7-0 should also be included.


HW: the purpose is to setup a unified framework, and either 1 or multiple CSI process could be configured.

SS: We agree with most proposals. 

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126155
Consideration on CSI tests for DL CoMP





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution provides consideration on CSI tests for DL CoMP

Discussion:



· Purpose 1: Interference measurement should only base on the IMR

· Purpose 2: UE should support the maximum number of configured CSI processes
CoMP capable UE should have the ability to simultaneously process multiple CSI feedback. A test case can be introduced to verify UE maximum processing and reporting capability

· Purpose 3: CSI feedback accuracy. 

Since UE is supposed to measure the interference from IMR, certain UE minimum implementation accuracy should be verified. 

Based on the above test purposes, two test cases can be introduced. The first one would cover the IMR based interference measurement and multiple CSI processing and reporting capability, the other one would cover the CSI reporting accuracy. 

Proposal 1: 

Proper IMR usage, multiple CSI processing and reporting capability and feedback accuracy should be the three main purposes for DL CoMP CSI tests.

Proposal 2: 

Introduce a CQI definition test to verify IMR usage and multiple CSI process capability

Proposal 3: 

Introduce a CQI fading test to verify the IMR based CSI feedback accuracy 
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126160
Consideration on DL CoMP demodulation tests





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

In the RAN4#64bis meeting, some contributions on the CoMP performance were presented and discussed. In this contribution, we provided our consideration on the UE demodulation and CSI reporting requirements for DL CoMP.

Discussion:



Proposal 1: The demodulation performance for TM10 under Behaviour B is necessary. And UEs operating in DL CoMP do not assume co-located channel parameters when such assumption is not allowed. Furthermore, the correct rate matching capability of a CoMP UE should be considered in the demodulation tests.

E///: does the colocation referring to timing or frequency
ZTE: both timing and frequency
Proposal 2: The interference measurement based on the IMR should be considered in the Rel 11 CSI test. Additionally it is also necessary to define test cases to verify UE’s capability of processing and reporting multiple CSI processes, we propose to consider the FDD and TDD case separately. Furthermore, the non quasi co-located between the multiple CSI processes should be considered in the CSI tests.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126292
On DL CoMP UE demodulation and CSI performance requirements





Source: NEC

Abstract: 

In this paper, we discuss our views on DL CoMP UE demodulation and CSI performance requirements.

Discussion:



Proposal 1: No new tests are needed for PDCCH demodulation. 

Proposal 2: Non-collocation of CRS and PDSCH should be tested. 

Proposal 3: If deployment of CoMP brings PDSCH demodulation performance gain should be tested. 


SS: baseband tests based on TM9 then check TM10 gain?


NEC: we could reuse TM9 test as the baseline. The scenario should be defined such that TM10 has improvement over TM9.


E///: should we run system level simulations to identify the condition for test.


NEC: we don’t have to run system level simulations, just need to identify the scenarios.


Renesas: we believe the goal is to simply differentiate Behavior A and Behavior B.

Proposal 4: Non-collocation of CSI-RS and PDSCH should be tested.

Proposal 5: If UE supports multiple CSI processes and if UE measures interference based on IMR should be tested.


SS: for single CSI process, IMR could also be tested.

Decision: 

Noted



R4-126454
Framework of CSI test for downlink CoMP





Source: Samsung

Abstract: 

In this contribution, we provide considerations for framework of CSI test for downlink CoMP

Proposal 1: It is NOT foreseen that new test metrics will be introduced in CoMP CQI test case(s), i.e. the test metrics for Rel-8/Rel-9/Rel-10 CQI test cases could be re-used.
Proposal 2a): No PMI test case for downlink CoMP.
Proposal 2b): It is NOT foreseen that new test metrics will be introduced in potential CoMP PMI test case.
Proposal 3: It is NOT foreseen that new test metrics will be introduced in CoMP RI test case.
Discussion:



QC: On Proposals 1 and 2, it’s not clear that no new test metrics will be introduced. Need to reword.

QC: On proposal 3, it’s not clear new RI tests would be needed.

E///: what’s the framework for CSI? For eDL-MIMO, we discussed the metric after the core is closed. For CoMP, we could have more discussion on the need of tests and specific metric.

SS: we could have more discussion on the need of PMI and RI tests. As long as we conclude no new test metrics are introduced, we could conclude the CSI framework discussion of DL-CoMP.

WF: Agree that CSI framework is concluded for DL-CoMP core part.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126612
On DL CoMP Performance Requirements





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 
Discussion:



Proposal 1: Antenna quasi-collocation can be tested as a part of CoMP demod tests. There is no need of introducing separate tests for the purpose of testing UE’s correct application of behavior B.

Proposal 2
· Option 1

· Do not add TAE requirement for core BS.
· CoMP UE requirement for received timing offset between TPs is defined at no larger than +/-0.9usec.
· Do not define relative frequency error requirements between TPs in the BS
· CoMP UE requirement for received frequency offset between TPs is defined at +/-50Hz.
· Option 2
· For TPs in a CoMP coordination set, BS TAE shall not exceed 65nsec.

· For TPs in a CoMP coordination set, frequency error between TPs may be considered as zero by UEs. 

· Discuss further the timing and frequency offset range the CoMP UEs need to handle.

Proposal 3: Introduce at least one test case for each of the three deployment scenarios. 

Proposal 4: We propose RAN4 to conduct analysis on how interference and signal levels should be set for different channels/resources for defining CoMP requirements/tests.
Proposal 3: RAN4 should strive to minimize the number of new tests introduced for CoMP.

Proposal 4: Introduce at least one test case for each of the three deployment scenarios. 

Proposal 5: We propose RAN4 to conduct analysis on how interference and signal levels should be set for different channels/resources for defining CoMP requirements/tests.
SS: agree we need to test s3 and s4.

SS: how to define signal and interference level need further discussion. for IMR tests, signal/itnererence level won’t be critical.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126663
Proposal for PDSCH performance requirement definition





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document provides an initial proposal for the definition of PDSCH performance

Discussion:



HW: if two TP are configured, the test should be designed not to favour a particular kind of receiver.


E///: need to ensure tests are repeatable and receivers are not specifically tailored towards the test

QC: for demod test, we would prefer to use scenario 3.


E///: scenario 3 could also be used. We should also make sure scenario 4 is used.

QC: for demod tests, we would prefer the proposal of unified tests which could be scaled to UEs of different capabilities.


E///: if the tests could be designed to improve the efficiency, we would also be OK. Just need to ensure coverage.


HW: RAN1 might have decisions regarding the linkage of CSI-RS andCRS for scenario 3. We need tests for both cases.

QC: need to consider the value of each test given the similarity between TM9 and TM10.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126678
DL CoMP performance requirements





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

This document discussed the framework of the demodulation tests for DL CoMP.

Discussion:



Based on the discussion on the CoMP feature groups, we can have the following observations:

· Key components of CoMP feature are captured by feature group 7-0 with a single CSI process.
· CoMP feature testability should be constructed around one CSI process, as this is the foundation of the feature group.
Further, this contribution discussed the framework for CoMP performance requirements. The following proposals are presented for approval about the demodulation tests:
Proposal 1: TM10 with behaviour B can be configured for the demodulation test.

Proposal 2: Antenna colocation testing is considered together with one CSI process (i.e., feature group 7-0).

Proposal 3: CoMP Scenario 2 is used for test setup, allowing for multi-point modelling. 

Proposal 4: The test configurations, such as signal levels and interference levels, could reuse the ones for the advanced receiver performance requirements.

Proposal 5: CRS rate matching could be primarily part of feature group 7-1 testing. 

Proposal 6: CSI-IM rate matching is part of feature group 7-0 testing.
Proposal 7: DPS based demodulation test with dynamic switching between two TPs can be applied as part of feature group 7-1 testing.

In addition, the proposals for CSI tests are also presented for approval as below:

Proposal 8: Antenna colocation should be considered in terms of CSI accuracy, as part of feature group 7-0.

Proposal 9: One CSI-IM test and CQI test should be considered, as part of feature group 7-0.

Proposal 10: CSI testing of feature group 7-1 should be carefully considered based on the additional differentiation from feature group 7-0, if any.
QC: in general, we are not in favour of 7-0 and 7-1 division. We would prefer a unified approach to avoid duplication.

E///: the major issues are rate matching and Behavior B. hope we could have a single set of tests for each feature group.

Renesas: ok with unified approach, but there are some differences. E.g., it’s unclear that DCI dynamic signalling only apply to 7-1.

E///: if we could reuse advanced receiver test condition, it would be nice. But we are not necessarily at the cell edge.

Decision: 

Noted


R4-126665
Proposal for CSI performance definition





Source: Ericsson/St-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document provides an initial proposal for the definition of CSI reporting test

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126674
Simulation results for average received timing for Comp scenarios





Source: Ericsson/ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this paper we provide some system level simulations for average receive timing.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



6.23.4
Other specifications  [COMP_LTE_UL-Core/Perf]
6.24
Coordinated Multi-Point Operation for LTE – Uplink  [COMP_LTE_UL]

6.24.1
UE RF (36.101)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Core]

6.24.2
BS RF (36.104)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Core]

6.24.3
BS RF (36.141)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Perf]

6.24.4
RRM core (36.133)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Core]

6.24.5
RRM performance (36.133)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Perf]

6.24.6
UE Demodulation / CSI performance (36.101)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Core/Perf]

6.24.7
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Perf]

R4-126482
DL CoMP impact on BS performance





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss the impact of DL CoMP on PUSCH performance.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.24.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [COMP_LTE_UL-Perf]

6.25
Signalling and procedure for interference avoidance for in-device coexistence [SPIA_IDC_LTE]
R4-126829

Way forward for IDC

Source: CMCC
Agreement: No open issues for IDC
Decision:  Approved
R4-126151
CSI reporting for IDC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126246
Analysis of in-device coexistence





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

This paper discusses testing aspects of in-device coexistence, and RRM/RLM/CSI agreements.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



6.25.1
RRM core (36.133) [SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core]

R4-126129
In-Device Coexistence Impact on RRM Requirements





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this paper we discuss aspects related to the impact that IDC has on RRM measurements. We conclude that there is no impact on the measurement accuracy, however, the reporting delay should be extended to account for autonomous denials.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126283
Discussion on the RRM measurements in Phase III in IDC





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion. Rel-11, SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core.   In this contribution, we present our views on the verification of RRM, RLM and CSI measurements with the introduction of IDC interference in Phase III based on the RAN2 agreements on TDM re

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126284
Introduction the IDC requirements in 36.133 Rel-11





36.133
  CR-1530  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat B, SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core.  In the CR, the IDC requirements for the RRM, RLM in 36.133 are introdcued to finalize the IDC feature in Rel-11.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126830



R4-126830
Introduction the IDC requirements in 36.133 Rel-11





36.133
  CR-1530  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat B, SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core.  In the CR, the IDC requirements for the RRM, RLM in 36.133 are introdcued to finalize the IDC feature in Rel-11.

Discussion:


QC: would prefer to use the wording “IDC phase 3”, which is part of 36.300.


Renesas: agree the wording is ambiguous

E///: since phase 3 is not defined in 331, we could look for a better term.

Chair: maybe “when UE is provided an IDC solution” could be used instead of phase 3
Decision:
Revised to R4-126831



R4-126831
Introduction the IDC requirements in 36.133 Rel-11





36.133
  CR-1530  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-11, Cat B, SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core.  In the CR, the IDC requirements for the RRM, RLM in 36.133 are introdcued to finalize the IDC feature in Rel-11.

Discussion:

Intel has concern that RAN2 conclusion of “RRM/RLM measurements should be free of IDC interference” is not reflected in the RAN4 spec.
Decision:
 Agreed



R4-126462
Analysis of RAN4 requirements for in device coexistence (IDC)





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

Abstract: 

In RAN4#64bis, a way forward and work plan was approved for further work on in device coexistence in RAN4 in R4-126012.  In this contribution, we provide analysis related to the required verifications as well as discussion on necessary specification chang

Discussion:



Decision: Noted





R4-126483
Analysis of RRM requirements under IDC





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this contribution we look at the impact of interference avoidance for in-device coexistence on the RRM requirements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126486
RRM requirements under IDC





36.133
  CR-1542  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This CR aims to capture recent agreements regarding In-Device Coexistance that affect 36.133

Discussion:



Renesas: During AD, the radio is switched off but a UE could still estimate hypothetical Tx timing difference based on timing advance.
Decision: 

Approved



R4-126507
Capturing RRM measurement requirements in IDC situation





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this document, we present our view how to capture the RRM measurement requirements in an IDC situation into TS 36.133

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


R4-126386
Correction for IDC CSI reporting





36.101
  CR-1479  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, CMCC

Abstract: 

-

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



6.25.2
RRM performance (36.133) [SPIA_IDC_LTE-Perf]

6.26
Enhancement of Minimization of Drive Tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN  [eMDT_UMTSLTE]

6.26.1
RRM (36.133 / 25.133 / 25.123)  [eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core]

R4-126350
MDT Impact Rel-11





Source: MediaTek

Abstract: 

The document discusses the impact to RAN4 specifications of the Rel-11 eMDT work item (extended to December), and addresses an open issue listed in WI exception sheet: the time-stamp introduced for the RRC connection failure report.

Discussion:



Renesas: what’s the reference for the phrase “apply the accuracy requirement +-2s per hour drift”. Is this the network time? What if network adjust time?


MediaTek: this is assumed to be UE clock. Not clear which network clock the comment is referring to.


Renesas: we need to clarify the reference for this time.


MT: this is a relative time, no need for absolute reference.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126351
Introduction of MDT enhancements





36.133
  CR-1533  (Rel-11) v..





Source: MediaTek

Abstract: 

Logging of failed RRC connection establishment is introduced. For the logged radio measurements, same requirements as for logged MDT are used. For the time stamp, called

Discussion:



QC: why is the drift requirement needed?

MT: this is the time between the failure and the report.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126352
Introduction of MDT enhancements





25.123
  CR-541  (Rel-11) v..





Source: MediaTek

Abstract: 

Logging of failed RRC connection establishment is introduced. For the logged radio measurements, same requirements as for logged MDT are used. For the time stamp, called

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126353
Introduction of MDT enhancements





25.133
  CR-1226  (Rel-11) v..





Source: MediaTek

Abstract: 

Logging of failed RRC connection establishment is introduced. For the logged radio measurements, same requirements as for logged MDT are used. For the time stamp, called

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126679
On MDT requirements in Rel-11





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of requirements for enhanced MDT for Rel-11

· Proposal 1: Define a separate requirement for time stamping with RRC connection establishment failure log reporting.
· Proposal 2: The accuracy of the relative time stamping for RRC connection establishment failure log reporting is such that the drift of the time stamping shall not be larger than [0.72] seconds per hour, i.e., 200 ppm, and [1.73] seconds, i.e., 10 ppm, over 48 hours.

Discussion:



QC: MDT is not supposed to add new hardware requriements to UE. It’s not clear to us if this proposal will add new complexity to UE.


E///: there is already requriements in Rel-10. In Rel-11, we need new measurements. For the failure requirements, the report is related to RRC connection failure, hence new requirements are needed.


MT: we agree that 10ppm is not reasonable, but it’s feasible with new implementation.


QC: our intention is that 10ppm implies new hardware/implementation.


E///: Rel-10 accuracy is based on “out-of-coverage”. We don’t believe a UE will be out of coverage for 48 hours in practice. Could have further discussion on the numbers.

Renesas: concern is similar to the earlier comment. If this time drift is compared to an external clock, it’s not clear the requirement is meaningful. 


E///: The reference is with respect to UE internal events.


Renesas: the concern is that if external clock is not accurate, then the 2 second time difference would not be possible. Maybe network clock could be used, then the UE timing could be derived from the network side.


MT: we could add a reference to GPS time. Could also agree to network time. 

MT: from requirement perspective, we need a time stamp for the failure events, but also need time stamp for other purposes in MDT. Even if the time stamp is not extremely accurate, it’s still useful.

MT: this feature is proposed to be mandatory, discussion is on-going.
Decision: 

Noted.



R4-126680
MDT requirements in Rel-11





36.133
  CR-1562  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of requirements for enhanced MDT for Rel-11

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126832



R4-126832
MDT requirements in Rel-11





36.133
  CR-1562  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, MediaTek
Abstract: 

Introduction of requirements for enhanced MDT for Rel-11

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126681
MDT requirements in Rel-11





25.133
  CR-1232  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of requirements for enhanced MDT for Rel-11

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126833



R4-126833
MDT requirements in Rel-11





25.133
  CR-1232  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, MediaTek
Abstract: 

Introduction of requirements for enhanced MDT for Rel-11

Discussion:





Decision:
Agreed



R4-126682
MDT requirements in Rel-11





25.123
  CR-542  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Introduction of requirements for enhanced MDT for Rel-11

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised to R4-126834



R4-126834
MDT requirements in Rel-11





25.123
  CR-542  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, MediaTek
Abstract: 

Introduction of requirements for enhanced MDT for Rel-11

Discussion:




Decision:
Agreed


6.27
Carrier Aggregation in multi-RAT and multiple band combination terminals  [LTE_CA]

R4-126195
Proposal for Multi_Band and Multi_CA introduction in 36.101





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 

Proposal on the introduction of the necessary changes to 36.101 to support Multiband and multiCA at the UE.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6875

R4-126683
Way forward for the support of multiple LTE bands and multiple LTE carrier aggregation combinations





Source: Orange, TeliaSonera, Vodafone, Telefonica, Telecom Italia, Deutsche Telekom
Abstract: 

This contribution would like to provide a way forward for the support of multiple LTE bands and multiple LTE carrier aggregation combinations.
Discussion:



Renesas: Proposal 2 says relaxations only CA mode. That means LTE CA relaxations are not needed. Is there any technical reason behind?
Orange: This is based on analysis from last meeting. No need to add relaxation to some easy bands.

Ericsson: We share the idea to treat bands separately. Proposal 2 is not OK. Requirements should be consistent. 
Vodafone: We want avoid unnecessary cases.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126362
Consideration on MOP lower tolerance for multiple bands





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

MOP lower tolerance for the UE supporting multiple bands was discussed in the RAN4#64bis.  In this contribution, several issues to be considered are pointed out to facilite the dicussion.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126875
Proposal for Multi_Band and Multi_CA introduction in 36.101





Source: Vodafone, Deutsche Telekom, Telecom Italia, Orange, Telefonica, TeliaSonera
Abstract: 

Proposal on the introduction of the necessary changes to 36.101 to support Multiband and multiCA at the UE.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126603
More on MOP requirements for UE supporting multiple CA combinations





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion on MOP requirements for UE supporting multiple CA combinations and/or many E-UTRA/UTRA bands with due account of band properties. The structure of the MOP specification for CA is also discussed.
Discussion:


TeliaSonera: What is the difference with this and the proposal inn last meeting? Whenyou spek multi band there is additional 0.3 dB. Is that really what we want?
Ericsson: Last time we proposed 0.3 dB flat for all bands. This is revereted to allow 0.3 dB only for difficult bands. Pumax is measured power, this is configured power.
TeliaSonera: Delta TM is also 0.3 dB. Is this related or different? Do you double the value?
Ericsson: Intention is to treat multiple bands and combinations at one go. Swithch sizes may be different.
Verizon: What is reason for more than 2 and less than 5 bands? Do we have any agreement on that? This should be part of Rel-11.
Ericsson: 5 bands were used for a brake point. No agreement, that’s why brackets.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126703
PA comparison between UMTS and LTE





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Waveforms are compared to show that the PA sizing and linearity requirements for UTRA are the same as for E-UTRA.
Discussion:



Ericsson: We agree with many aspects. LTE is more challenging at the edge of the band e.g. with single RB.
Qualcomm: We agree. That’s the reason delta Tc.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126413
UE MOP and REFSENS relaxations due to interband multi combo, multi RAT relaxations and multiband support





36.101
  CR-1482  (REL-10) v..





Source: Nokia Corporation, Renesas Mobile Europe

Abstract: 

UE maximum output power tolerances for UE which supports more than 5 bands is FFS. UE relaxations due to multiple interband CA configurations are unspecified. This CR adresses both issues which are pending.
Discussion:



Same than last meeting
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126414
UE MOP and REFSENS relaxations due to interband multi combo, multi RAT relaxations and multiband support REL-11 CAT -A





36.101
  CR-1483  (REL-11) v..





Source: Nokia Corporation, Renesas Mobile Europe

Abstract: 

UE maximum output power tolerances for UE which supports more than 5 bands is FFS. UE relaxations due to multiple interband CA configurations are unspecified. This CR adresses both issues which are pending.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
Chair: Which way to go with these proposals?

Nokia: Way in the operator proposal is good but details need to be discussed further in AH.

R4-126975
Ad-hoc on MOP for multi-RAT, multi-band and multi-CA terminals





Source: TeliaSonera
Abstract: 
Discussion:



WF: Vendors should come back to the next meeting with an input taking the Orange/Vodafone input as a baseline. Considering the discussion as done in the New Orleans ad-hoc on that subject.
Decision: 

Noted
7.
Rel-12 Work Items 

R4-126207
On Transmit Modulation for Intraband Non-Contiguous CA





Source: Rohde & Schwarz

Abstract: 

Discussion of Changes to Transmit Modulation Requirements for Intraband Non-Contiguous CA

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



7.1
LTE Advanced intra-band contiguous Carrier Aggregation in Band 1 (CA_1B) [LTE_CA_C_B1]

7.1.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Core]

7.1.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Core]

7.1.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Perf]

7.1.4
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Core]

7.1.5
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Perf]

7.1.6
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Perf]

7.1.7
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Perf]

7.1.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Perf]

7.1.9
Other specifications  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Core/Perf]

7.2
LTE Advanced intra-band contiguous Carrier Aggregation in Band 3 [LTE_CA_C_B3]

Huawei presented contributions on behalf of China Unicom in this agenda
R4-126522
TR 36.8xx V0.1.0(2012-11) for LTE_CA_C_B3





Source: China Unicom

Abstract: 

This is the update version of TR for LTE_CA_C_B3.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126516
Spectrum and regulation review for LTE_CA_C_B3





Source: China Unicom

Abstract: 

This paper establishes the spectrum and regulation bases for carrier aggregation in Band 3.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126513
Way forward of LTE_CA_C_B3





Source: China Unicom

Abstract: 

This contribution summarizes the finished requirements and the next steps of LTE_CA_C_B3.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



7.2.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Core]

7.2.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Core]

7.2.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Perf]

7.2.4
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_CA_C_B1-Core]

7.2.5
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Perf]

7.2.6
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Perf]

7.2.7
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Perf]

7.2.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Perf]

7.2.9
Other specifications  [LTE_CA_C_B3-Core/Perf]

7.3
LTE Advanced intra-band non-contiguous Carrier Aggregation in Band 3 [LTE_CA_NC_B3]

R4-126508
Draft TR for intra-band, non-contiguous CA in band 3





Source: SK Telecom

Abstract: 

This contribution is a draft TR for intra-band, non-contiguous carrier aggregation in band 3

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



7.3.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Core]

R4-126235
Harmonics and intermodulation products caused by intra-band non-contiguous CA_3 UE





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution investigates the harmonics and intermodulation products (IMD) caused by intra-band non-contiguous CA_3 UE which supports 2CC.
Discussion:



Qualcomm: It would be good to know the amplitudes. How to address these in specifications?
Decision: 

Noted



7.3.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Core]

7.3.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Perf]

7.3.4
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Core]

7.3.5
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Perf]

7.3.6
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Perf]

7.3.7
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Perf]

7.3.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Perf]

7.3.9
Other specifications [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Core/Perf]

7.4
LTE Advanced intra-band non-contiguous Carrier Aggregation in Band 4 [LTE_CA_NC_B4]

7.4.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Core]

R4-126237
Harmonics and intermodulation products caused by intra-band non-contiguous CA_4 UE





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution investigates the harmonics and intermodulation products (IMD) caused by intra-band non-contiguous CA_4 UE which supports 2CC.

Cocnlusion: There is no harmonics and IMD issue for intra-band non-contiguous CA_4 UE which supports 2UL.
Discussion:



No comments
Decision: 

Noted



7.4.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA_NC_B3-Core]

R4-126106
Harmonics and intermodulation products generated by the BS supporting non-contiguous CA of Band 4





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

TP to TR on harmonics and intermodulation products generated by the BS supporting non-contiguous CA of Band 4
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



7.4.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Perf]

7.4.4
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Core]

7.4.5
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Perf]

7.4.6
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Perf]

7.4.7
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Perf]

7.4.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Perf]

7.4.9
Other specifications [LTE_CA_NC_B4-Core/Perf]

7.5
LTE Advanced intra-band non-contiguous Carrier Aggregation in Band 25 [LTE_CA_NC_B25]

7.5.1
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Core]

7.5.2
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Core]

7.5.3
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Perf]

7.5.4
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Core]

7.5.5
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Perf]

7.5.6
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Perf]

7.5.7
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Perf]

7.5.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Perf]

7.5.9
Other specifications  [LTE_CA_NC_B25-Core/Perf]

7.6
LTE Advanced inter-band Carrier Aggregation: Class A1 (Low-High band combination without harmonic relation between bands) [LTE_CA]

TR

R4-126715
Inter-band Carrier Aggregation TR 36.8xx v0.2.0





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

This document is the updated Rel-12 Inter-band Carrier Aggregation TR 36.8xx with approved TPÔÇÖs from RAN4#64bis meeting implemented.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
Bands 1&8

R4-126242
Necessary Changes for the Support of LTE-A Inter-band Carrier Aggregation of Band 1 and Band 8





Source: SOFTBANK MOBILE

Abstract: 

This paper studies changes needed in 36/37 series TS for the introduction of CA_1-8.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

Bands 3&26
R4-126098
TP for TR 36.8xx (Inter-Band CA Rel-12): LTE_CA_B3_B26 Core Requirements





Source: KT

Abstract: 

This contribution is TP for TR 36.8xx (Inter-band CA Rel-12) incorporating core requirements for Band 3 and Band 26 Inter-band carrier aggregation.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved


R4-126448
Harmonics and Intermodulation Products caused by LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band Combination (3 + 26)





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, KT

Abstract: 

In this paper, we investigate the impact of Harmonics and InterModulation Distortion (IMD) products caused by LTE Advanced BS supporting CA of this (3+26) band combination to the receiver of own or different BS, according to the WID.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
Bands 3&28
R4-126251
TP for TR36.8xx (Release12): LTE Advanced inter-band Carrier Aggregation of Band 3 and Band 28 (1UL)





Source: eAccess

Abstract: 

This document provides the impact analysis of Harmonics and IMD products in UE/BS supporting CA_3_28 and proposes TP for TR 36.8xx which is the inter-band Carrier Aggregation Technical Report in Release 12.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved


7.7
LTE Advanced inter-band Carrier Aggregation: Class A2 (Low-High band combination with harmonic relation between bands)  [LTE_CA]

7.8
LTE Advanced inter-band Carrier Aggregation: Class A3 (Low-Low or High-High band combination without intermodulation problem)  [LTE_CA]

7.9
LTE Advanced inter-band Carrier Aggregation: Class A4 (Low-Low or High-High band combination with intermodulation problem)  [LTE_CA]

Bands 2&4
R4-126107
Harmonics and intermodulation products generated by the BS supporting LTE-A CA of Band 2 and Band 4





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

TP to TR on harmonics and intermodulation products generated by the BS supporting LTE-A CA of Band 2 and Band 4
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



R4-126407
Interband CA B2+B4 UE issues





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this contribution we discuss UE related topics for interband CA configuration CA_2A-4A and have associated text proposal for REL-12 interband TR.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



7.10
LTE Advanced inter-band Carrier Aggregation: Class A5 (Combination except A1 – A4) [LTE_CA]

7.11
LTE Advanced inter-band Carrier Aggregation of Band 38 and Band 39  [LTE_CA_B38_B39]

R4-126395
Half-duplex and full-duplex UEs for inter-band B39+B41





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

The half-duplex and full-duplex UE issues for band 38 + band 41 are discussed. After the analysis, the propsals are: no output power relaxation and no reference sensitivity relaxation are needed for half-duplex only UEs which support B39+B41, but for full

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126398
Additional IL for band 39+41





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

The IL data for band 39+41 collected from component vendors are presented.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126409
Adoption of TDD frequency arrangement in 2.6GHz band in China





Source: CMCC

Abstract: 

This paper introduce the latest regulatory status of adoption of TDD frequency arrangement in 2.6GHz band in China. The potential impacts on RAN4 works are also presented.
Discussion:


Intel: Note 2 in Spurious table is missing.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126412
Revise WID: LTE-Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band 39 and Band 41





Source: CMCC

Abstract: 

China Regulator had adopted the band plan for 2.6GHz in Oct. 2012. 2500-2690MHz (total 190MHz) is fully allocated to TDD IMT system. Therefore, Band 41 network, instead of Band 38, will be deployed in China. Correspondingly, the WI for CA_38_39 will also
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



8.
Rel-11 New frequency bands 

8.1
New Band LTE Downlink FDD 716 – 728 MHz [LTE_DL_FDD700]

8.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existence studies  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

R4-126766
B12 coexistence/colocation with D-block DL only band





Source: US Cellular

Abstract: 

Conditional application of 3MHz guard-band in DL700, for co-existence/co-location with Band 12 UL

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



8.1.2
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]
R4-126615
More on the in-band blocking requirement for the DL700 band





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

The specification of the in-band blocking requirement and DL700 RF filter rejection are discussed along with some general aspects on blocking for bands with small frequency separation.
Discussion:



Intel: Filter manufacturers usually can not provide such kind of filters. Blocking requirement is not justified.
Ericsson: Filter trace in figure 2 is available commercial filter.

Qualcomm: Have you considered the impact to UE from other bands?
Ericsson: This is a secondary cell. There will be TP in primary carrier if the secondary cell is lost.

Intel: Receiver performance would be must more stringent than transmitter with this proposal.

Ericsson: There is no UE transmitter in Band 29.

Intel: This is blocking test case against transmitters in other bands.
Ericsson: We have shown it is possible for RX to receiver blocking signal -35 dBm without additional desensitization.

Dish: Proximity of this band is a challenge but having solution in secondary band is feasible solution.
Ericsson: This can be achieved with commercial available filters. We would like to finalize DL700 WI. If other companies think this is not needed we are ready to back off. However we have pointed out our concerns on thelack of blocking requirements with bands with close proximity with UL and DL.

Renesas: We are in favor of taking this out from CR.

Chair: CR will be revised and take this out.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126562
Introduction of Band 29





36.101
  CR-1490  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29, CA_2-29 and CA_4-29 to TS 36.101
Discussion:


Decision: 

Revised in 6923


R4-126923
Introduction of Band 29





36.101
  CR-1490  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T, Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29, CA_2-29 and CA_4-29 to TS 36.101
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
8.1.3
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

R4-126728
Introduction of Band 29





36.104
  CR-364  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29, CA_2-29 and CA_4-29 to TS 36.104
Discussion:


NSN: What is the difference between this and the last one?

Ericsson: CA between 4 and 29
Decision: 

Agreed



8.1.4
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Perf]

8.1.5
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Core]

R4-126746
Introduction of Band 29





36.133
  CR-1563  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 36.133

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



8.1.6
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Perf]

8.1.7
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Perf]

8.1.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Perf]

8.1.9
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Perf]
8.1.10
Other specifications  [LTE_DL_FDD700-Core/Perf]

R4-126730
Introduction of Band 29





25.101
  CR-935  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 25.101
Discussion:



This band is jsut for LTE, This covers co-ex.
Decision: 

Agreed

R4-126732
Introduction of Band 29





25.104
  CR-643  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 25.104
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126734
Introduction of Band 29 into TS 36.113





36.113
  CR-39  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 36.113

Discussion:



Ericsson: RX exclusion band is not applicable to this band. We could add a note.
Decision: 

Revised in 6924


R4-126924
Introduction of Band 29 into TS 36.113





36.113
  CR-39  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 36.113

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126736
Introduction of Band 29 into TS 36.124





36.124
  CR-23  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 36.124

Discussion:



Ericsson: Frequency range is not correct
Decision: 

Revised in 6925


R4-126925
Introduction of Band 29 into TS 36.124





36.124
  CR-23  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 36.124

Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed
R4-126737
Introduction of Band 29





37.104
  CR-116  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 37.104
Discussion:


NII: Style mistakes.
Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126738
Introduction of Band 29 into TS 25.461





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 25.461

This is RAN3 specification
Discussion:


Ususally proponent will submit CR to RAN3. This time secretary can send CR to RAN3 secretary.
Decision: 

Endorsed



R4-126739
Introduction of Band 29





25.141
  CR-642  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 25.141
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126740
Introduction of Band 29





36.141
  CR-418  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29, CA_2-29 and CA_4-29 to TS 36.141
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126741
Introduction of Band 29





37.141
  CR-181  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 37.141
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126742
Introduction of Band 29





36.307
  CR-100  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 36.307
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



R4-126744
Introduction of Band 29





36.307
  CR-101  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, AT&T

Abstract: 

This CR introduces Band 29 to TS 36.307
Discussion:



Decision: 

Agreed



9.
Rel-12 New frequency bands 

9.1
Introduction of LTE 450 in Brazil [LTE450_Brazil]

R4-126385
Updated LTE450 TR





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

The TPs approved in RAN4#64bis are now incorporated in the attached updated version 0.1.0 of the Work Item TR.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



9.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existence studies  [LTE450_Brazil-Core]
R4-126716
Additional regulatory requirements for 450 MHz in Brazil





Source: CPqD, Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Additional information regarding regulatory requirements for systems operating in and around the 450 MHz band in Brazil are presented.
Discussion:



Huawei: We have provided comments offline not captured here.
Decision: 

Revised in 6927

R4-126927
Additional regulatory requirements for 450 MHz in Brazil





Source: CPqD, Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

Additional information regarding regulatory requirements for systems operating in and around the 450 MHz band in Brazil are presented.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126388
Further consideration on the frequency band arrangement





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper provides further consideration on the frequency band arrangement
Discussion:



CPqD: Option 2 is recommended from Brazilian point of view.
Motorola Solutions: Duplexers exist for cdma 450 but they are desingend for narrow band technology. 

Huawei: We need some further UE analysis on what is feasible to achieve.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126387
BS Coexistence with TV repeater





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper studies BS Coexistence with TV repeater in the UHF band.
Discussion:



Alcatel-Lucent: What was the base for BS emissions level above figure 2.2, -2dBm/5MHz. It looks too high.
Huawei: It is based on ACLR.

Alcatel-Lucent: We need to consider also emission mask.

Motorola Solutions: What were the assumptions to derive MCL value 67 dB?
Huawei: That is the value typically used for BS to BS co-existence studies.

Ericsson: From where the noise figure and TV power are coming from?

Huawei: These are based on E850 MHz studies.
Decision: 

Noted


9.1.2
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE450_Brazil-Core]

R4-126391
Initial discussion on UE RF requirements





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This paper provides initial discussion on UE RF requirements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126757
An initial evaluation of UE coexistence for LTE 450





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

An initial coexistence analysis for the LTE 450 band in Brazil taking into account the regulatory requirements for services in adjacent bands.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



9.1.3
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE450_Brazil-Core]

R4-126389
Discussion on BS RF requirements





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

In this contribution some aspects related with BS requirements are provided, such as inter-modulation and BS duplexer.
Discussion:



Ericsson: We agree there are challenges but we have to consider there are lot of different frequency arrangements in 450 MHz band. We prefer to keep the content as it is now.
Huawei: We also need to look at implementation challenges.

Telecom Italia: We are fine to have 5 MHZ max BW from Brazilian perspective.
Ericsson: Recommendations from regulations shall be considered. We would like to see if BS implemnations is not possible with current arrangement.
Huawei: We need to find out what is realistic. Wev welcome Ericsson to provide BS analysis.
Qualcomm: This paper shows BS implementation is not possible.
Ericsson: We do not agree that conclusion.

Alcatel-Lucent: From BS point of view everything is possible but we need to consider also cost.

Huawei: We should come up with reasonable band arrangements. We agree with ALU. Anything is possible but that costs.

Motorola Solutions: What is the outcome of IM analysis. Do you recommend not to transmit less than 5 MHz?

Huawei: Not e.g. combination of 3+3 MHz.

Telecom Italia: Band is assigned for each operator. If MC is not possible we do not see need for 3+3 MHz
Decision: 

Noted



9.1.4
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE450_Brazil-Perf]

9.1.5
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE450_Brazil-Core]

9.1.6
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE450_Brazil-Perf]

9.1.7
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE450_Brazil-Perf]

9.1.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE450_Brazil-Perf]

9.1.9
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE450_Brazil-Perf]

9.1.10
Other specifications  [LTE450_Brazil-Core/Perf]

9.2
LTE in the 1670-1675 MHz Band for the United States [LTE_FDD_1670_US]
R4-126179
Extension of LTE_FDD_1670_US to 1670-1680MHz





Source: LightSquared Inc.
Abstract: 

The work item LTE_1670_FDD_US, ÔÇ£LTE in the 1670-1675 MHz Band for the United StatesÔÇØ, was approved at 3GPP TSG RAN#55.  This discussion paper provides the proposal for expanding the band to 10MHz bandwidth, to include 1670-1680MHz. The contribution pr
Discussion:



Qualcomm: It is premature to start the work. We don’t know what the FCC response will be.
LightSquared: There is existing WI. Continuing that work would be waste of time without expanding for the whole band. Work would not be complete without extension. We believe our proposal to FCC is reasonable and we’ll give positive feedback.
Qualcomm: New WI is more waste of time as you are just asking the spectrum.

Chair: When do you think FCC will respond?

LightSquared: We can not comment on that. We are primary option for that band. 1st quarte next year we may know something about this band.
Chiar: Could we wait for that response then?
Qualcomm: We don’t know what and when FCC will respond. Doesn’t make sense to work with this.

LightSquared: RAN4 is driven by business reasons.
Decision: 

Noted

9.2.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existence studies  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Core]

9.2.2
UE RF (36.101)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Core]

9.2.3
BS RF (36.104)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Core]

9.2.4
BS RF (36.141)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Perf]

9.2.5
RRM core (36.133)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Core]

9.2.6
RRM performance (36.133)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Perf]

9.2.7
UE Demodulation performance (36.101)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Perf]

9.2.8
BS Demodulation performance (36.104)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Perf]

9.2.9
BS Demodulation performance (36.141)  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Perf]

9.2.10
Other specifications  [LTE_FDD_1670_US-Core/Perf]

10.
Rel-12 Study items 

10.1
LTE FDD in the bands 1980-2010 MHz and 2170-2200 MHz [FS_LTE_1980_2170_Korea]

10.2
Passive Inter Modulation (PIM) handling for Base Stations [FS_BS_PIM]

10.2.1
General [FS_BS_PIM]

R4-126081
BS PIM Work Item TR 37.808 v0.4.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Update of TR 37.808 based on TPs approved at RAN4#64bis.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



R4-126577
TP on Section 6.2.  Measurements results for a conversion factor between CW-carriers and modulated carriers





Source: Kathrein, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

The paper is a text proposal for the technical report. It shows measurement results for different intermodulation sources carried out by several companies.
Discussion:



Orange: 6.2.3 statement shall be revised. We have also contributions for that.
NSN: We were tasked to produce the combined TP.

Decision: 

Revised in 6920

R4-126920
TP on Section 6.2.  Measurements results for a conversion factor between CW-carriers and modulated carriers





Source: Kathrein, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

The paper is a text proposal for the technical report. It shows measurement results for different intermodulation sources carried out by several companies.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126580
First Measurement results on 2nd Order Passive Inter Modulation





Source: Kathrein

Abstract: 

The most important part of passive intermodulation is the 3rd order intermodulation. Also important is the 2nd order intermodulation product. This paper shows first measurement results and compare the results with the 3rd order products.

Discussion:



There will be TP for the next meeting.
Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126616
Theoretical aspects of PIM generation





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Kathrein

Abstract: 

Theoretical presentation for PIM generation in BS deployments.

Discussion:



Merged with Kathrein in 6920
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126690
Consideration of higher order PIM





Source: Orange

Abstract: 

This paper provides an analysis of higher order PIM (5th and 7th order) and a proposal to consider this case in the PIM study item.
Discussion:



Huawei: Did you do Monte Carlo simulations?

Orange: All combinations are calculated considering all freq components. We can not give all thye details.

Kathrein: R4-125664 from last meeting describes levels signifigantly lower. We couldn’t find significant problems with IM5 and IM7 compared to IM3. We can prepare paper for the next meeting.
NSN: It is consistent with NSN paper. We could keep priority of IM products in mind in this SI.
Ericsson: Any input is valid. We found some strange assumptions and results. IM7 is always the highest component. WE are not sure that is correct.
TeliaSonera: Can we say after this SI, do we need to consider 5th and 7th level IM or not?
Orange: This is Rel-12 SI. We welcome more analysis in this area.
Ericsson: There is no rush to close this SI so we can continue discussions.
Decision: 

Noted



10.2.2
Scenarios [FS_BS_PIM]

R4-126538
PIM in AAS deployments





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Discusses PIM in AAS deployments
Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126539
PIM in Local Area and Medium Range BS deployments





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Discusses PIM in LA and MR deployments
Discussion:



Ericsson: It is good to consider all classes. We don’t agree with the statement saying LA are less likely to support wide BWs. We should not take that as input to PIM study. It is dangeorous to put the statement on quality of external components into TR. We could rework this TP offline.
NSN: There will be tradeoffs with cost and performance to be considered.

Decision: 

Revised in 6921


R4-126921
PIM in Local Area and Medium Range BS deployments





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Discusses PIM in LA and MR deployments
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
10.2.3
RF requirements [FS_BS_PIM]

R4-126450
Recommendations on PIM requirements for BS





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

In this paper, we provide some comments on this proposal, and recommend a way forward for the PIM requirement for BS.
Discussion:



Huawei: Separate TX and RX antennas do not solve the problem. How to characterise the antenna line? There are lot of unknown components. This approach is totally different compared to PIM SI scope. BS requirements for band 8 and 20 can be covered by co-existence requirements.
Ericsson: This documents explains ALU’s view but as a whole the document does not give a solution for the WF. First 4 bullets, lower BS RF BW is obvious. What does this ask? Second proposals, 2nd order PIM. You need to come with some counter proposals. NSN had something for AAS but doc was withdrawn. Input is welcome. Are you prerared to work offline this week?
Alcatel-Lucent: We have shown possible remedies but we may need to study further with all these issues. We can work together to improve the proposal. It is not easy to separate active and passive IM. Separate TX and RX antennas will increase additional 30 dB coupling loss.
Ericsson: We agree TX and RX separation. Mostly we are concern on how ALU plans to solve the 2nd order IM issue. How to separate active and passive IM? Does existence of 2nd order really impact 3rd order test?
Huawei: We still don’t agree with TX and RX separation. We could have a paper for that issue.

Alcatel-Lucent: Current proposal is for 3rd order but the wording need to be improved. We can discuss offline.

Ericsson: We try to clarify further in this meeting but note that this is a SI.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126374
TP on PIM requirement for BS





Source: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

The mechanism, possible scenarios behind PIM generation and possible impact on receiver were extensively discussed in RAN4. In this paper, text for a new PIM related RF requirements is proposed.
Discussion:



Orange: This indicates only 3rd order but also higher orders should be captured.
Ericsson: This proposal is for the 3rd order. We can clarify that
Decision: 

Revised in 6922


R4-126922
TP on PIM requirement for BS





Source: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

The mechanism, possible scenarios behind PIM generation and possible impact on receiver were extensively discussed in RAN4. In this paper, text for a new PIM related RF requirements is proposed.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved


10.2.4
Testing aspects [FS_BS_PIM]

R4-126375
TP on Testing aspects for PIM





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Based on the indirect PIM sensitivity requirement, this contribution proposes testing aspects and procedures.
Discussion:



Orange: Also higher order IM shall be reflected.
Ericsson: We could add a note.

Orange wanted more time for the next meeting.

Decision: 

Noted



10.3
Study of RF and EMC requirements for Active Antenna Array System (AAS) Base Station  [FS_AAS_BS_LTE_UTRA]

R4-126872
AAS Ad Hoc minutes





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This is the TR with text proposal approved in the last meeting included. TR version upgraded from ver 0.3.0 to 0.4.0.

Discussion:



ALU: on slide 20, what if we cannot agree on the translation of the ACLR from port to far field? What is the fallback?

Huawei: it is clear if you cannot do the translation, fall back to port.

ALU: on slides 14 and 18, far field req. are considered?

Huawei: need to get better understanding for each requirement to determine the feasibility of far field. This is a task for WI phase.

Katherine: slide 8. On the revision

ZTE: agree with Huawei that the details of refsens, etc should be studied in WI. Regarding TRX boundary, did we define it somewhere in the TR?

Huawei: it would be sufficient in the SI. The exact def would be a task for WI.

Ericsson: it is our understanding we should examine if req. could be defined at boundary or far field in WI. For the three we did, it is agreed that it is possible to define them at far field unless we see some issues..

Huawei: Ericsson proposel is ok.

ALU: we need to have a clear understanding of the fallback way.

NSN: a clear statement in the minute that the far field and boundary would receive equal consideration in the WI?


Ericsson: can we say if the translation is possible, we should consider far field.

Huawei: the text before slide 12 should be approved. For way forward after slide 12, we can have some clarification. With this understanding, can we approve the minutes?

ZTE: we are fine with the minutes as is.

Decision: 
Revised in 6882
R4-126882
AAS Ad Hoc minutes





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This is the TR with text proposal approved in the last meeting included. TR version upgraded from ver 0.3.0 to 0.4.0.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126323
TR37.840 ver 040





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This is the TR with text proposal approved in the last meeting included. TR version upgraded from ver 0.3.0 to 0.4.0.

Discussion:



Decision: 
approved


10.3.1
General  [FS_AAS_BS_LTE_UTRA]
SI plan update
R4-126537
AAS study item completion





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Discussion of remaining work in study item

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted




R4-126547
Way forward for AAS





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion on what is needed to complete the SI

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

R4-126324
Update of the SI plan





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. The SI is progressing slightly behind the orignal plan. This paper propose the updated study plan.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Revised into 6883
R4-126883
Update of the SI plan





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. The SI is progressing slightly behind the orignal plan. This paper propose the updated study plan.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
Structure, ref points and spatial domain impacts
R4-126548
On the inclusion of radiating elements for AAS





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

On the definition of requirements including the antenna element characteristics

Discussion:



NSN: what is the intention for this?

Ericsson: the intention is we need to take radiation elements into account

ALU: we’ve had enough discussion on far field
Decision: 
Noted




R4-126551
TP: Requirement and test point approach for AAS





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

TP on requirement and test point definition

Discussion:



ALU: based on the discussion we have, we should note it.

Huawei: the key question is can we define req. at far field? Need to check if it is feasible. It would be a big job in WI.
Decision:  noted


R4-126685
TP: TP on spatial domain impacts of AAS





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

To ensure that the study results and possible issues that would require further studies is properly captured in the report , we would propose to add an annex dedicated to AAS spatial aspects where different companies can add their assumptions and simulati

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6888

R4-126888
TP: TP on spatial domain impacts of AAS





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

To ensure that the study results and possible issues that would require further studies is properly captured in the report , we would propose to add an annex dedicated to AAS spatial aspects where different companies can add their assumptions and simulati
Discussion:



Huawei: The content is signifigant and we had no time to check. We may correct possible errors later.
Decision: 

Approved
Definitions, symbols and abbreviations

R4-126688
TP: Aligning section 3 with TR 37.840 version 0.4.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

The update will only include abbreviations, symbols and definitions that are included in the text in version 0.4.0 of the TR. When new definitions are introduced they are aligned with IEEE Standard Definitions of Terms for Antennas

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6890
R4-126890
TP: Aligning section 3 with TR 37.840 version 0.4.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

The update will only include abbreviations, symbols and definitions that are included in the text in version 0.4.0 of the TR. When new definitions are introduced they are aligned with IEEE Standard Definitions of Terms for Antennas
Discussion:



Huawei: We want to keep the possibility to verify and correct if needed for the next meeting.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126898
TP: Way forward for output power requirement





Source: Ericsson, Huawei
Abstract: 
Discussion:



ZTE: Our revision is not reflected in this version.
Ericsson proposed to approve as a baseline

ZTE: TP is not changed.

Decision: 

Approved
R4-126899
TP: Way forward for reference sensitivity requirement





Source: Ericsson, Huawei
Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
10.3.2
Applications and co-existence scenarios  [FS_AAS_BS_LTE_UTRA]

R4-126532
AAS classification





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Text for classification section of TR

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6885
R4-126885
AAS classification





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent
Abstract: 

Text for classification section of TR
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
10.3.3
Antenna modeling and simulations  [FS_AAS_BS_LTE_UTRA]

R4-126518
In-Band Blocking Simulation Results





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

This contribution provides TP for inclusions of ALU simulation results into the TR.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn



R4-126571
TP on Section 5.4.4.2.  for general parameters on the AAS antenna model





Source: Kathrein

Abstract: 

This paper propose a set of antenna types which can be used as standard for the system simulations.

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6886
R4-126886
TP on Section 5.4.4.2.  for general parameters on the AAS antenna model





Source: Kathrein

Abstract: 

This paper propose a set of antenna types which can be used as standard for the system simulations.

Discussion:



Alcatel-Lucent: Latest revisison does not capture all comments from offline discussions.
Ericsson: It is important to include the table into TR.
Decision: 

Revised in 6977
R4-126977
TP on Section 5.4.4.2.  for general parameters on the AAS antenna model





Source: Kathrein, Ericsson, ZTE
Abstract: 

This paper propose a set of antenna types which can be used as standard for the system simulations.

Discussion:



Alcatel-Lucent: Latest revisison does not capture all comments from offline discussions.

Ericsson: It is important to include the table into TR.

Decision: 

 Approved
R4-126689
TP: Adding directivity and gain to definitions in section 3 of 37.840.





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

At the previous RAN4 meeting (RAN4#64bis in Santa Rosa) two contributions [1, 2] related to directivity characteristics of an array antenna was presented. The text proposal was not included since the directivity was not defined in the TR. This contributio

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6887
R4-126687
TP: Adding directivity and gain to definitions in section 3 of 37.840.





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

At the previous RAN4 meeting (RAN4#64bis in Santa Rosa) two contributions [1, 2] related to directivity characteristics of an array antenna was presented. The text proposal was not included since the directivity was not defined in the TR. This contributio

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126692
TP: Adding directivity analysis to Annex C or TR 37.840





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

The current antenna model agreed in TR for calculating array antenna gain will not capture the true directivity as defined in corresponding contribution [5]. A consequence from this is that simulation results not will reflect the true gain of an array ant

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6889
R4-126889
TP: Adding directivity analysis to Annex C or TR 37.840





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

The current antenna model agreed in TR for calculating array antenna gain will not capture the true directivity as defined in corresponding contribution [5]. A consequence from this is that simulation results not will reflect the true gain of an array ant
Discussion:



Huawei: We will check and provide changes if needed.
Decision: 

Approved


10.3.4
RF requirements  [FS_AAS_BS_LTE_UTRA]
Legacy requirements and methodologies
R4-126325
Review of the requirements and antenna for legacy BS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval.Some of the RF requirements for legacy BS are based on an assumed reference antenna. This paper reviews the connections between the RF requirements and the reference antenna.

Discussion:



Ericsson: regarding EVM and ACLR, we have this spatial dependency. Regarding UEM, it is related to regulations and AAS needs to consider.
Decision:  Noted


R4-126326
Summary of the methodologies for AAS study





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. A very high level of methodology was framed at the beginning of the study. As the study progressing, it's necessary to provide more insights to the methodologies employed for AAS study.

Discussion:



Ericsson: this is the SI. Is the intention to capture the whole process including SI and WI?

Huawei: this is for SI. 

Ericsson: we don’t need to show this diagram. Maybe to update the diagram.
Decision:  revised into 6917




R4-126917
Summary of the methodologies for AAS study





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. A very high level of methodology was framed at the beginning of the study. As the study progressing, it's necessary to provide more insights to the methodologies employed for AAS study.
Discussion:



Decision:  

Approved
AAS requirements

R4-126515
AAS Requirements





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

In this contribution, the various issues on the transmitter and receiver requirements are listed and for each, our views are provided.

Discussion:



Decision: 
noted

R4-126458
Guideline for specifying AAS requirements





Source: Rapporteur

Abstract: 

This paper proposes the guideline on how to specify the AAS requirements. The guideline is for approval.

Discussion:



Ericsson: what would the req. look like if you use approach 2, such EVM?

Huawei: we have a paper 6332

Ericsson: we don’t necessarily need to consider legacy BS and do the translation when defining req. for AAS considering spatial characteristics. We do need to consider coexistence, but may not need to define reference antennas, etc.

NSN: can generally support the virtue of the document. It would be nice to understand more details when legacy is deployed already.
Decision: 
Noted
Transmitter output power
R4-126541
Output power requirements definition





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Definition of the output power requirement, including definition point

Discussion:



Decision: 

noted
R4-126328
Output power requirements for AAS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal on how to specify the output power requirements for AAS.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted
Transmitter ACLR
R4-126544
ACLR requirement definition





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Definition of the ACLR requirement, including definition point

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126329
ACLR requirements for AAS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal on how to specify the   ACLR requirements for AAS.

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted



R4-126896
TP for AAS ACLR





Source: ZTE, Huawei, Ericsson, Alcatel Lucent, Nokia Siemens Networks
Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
Transmitter spurious emissions
R4-126330
Spurious emission requirements for AAS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal on how to specify the   spurious requirements for AAS.
Discussion:



NSN: noticed there are brackets. What do you plan to do next?

Huawei: the text is not certain and for futher discussion.

NSN: there are varations in terms of antenna gains. Need more consideration

ALU: spurious emission is a function of correlation of antanns. What is your assumption?

Huawei: the spurious req. is for regulation req. if the group agrees to the relation between antenna gain and emission level, it is not easy to define the gain.

ALU: want to verify if the req. can be translated with assumption of full correlation.

Ericsson: the antenna gain is not known depending on the correlation. 

Decision: 
Noted
Transmitter unwanted emissions
R4-126545
Unwanted emissions requirements definition





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Definition of the unwanted emissions requirements, including definition point

Discussion:



NSN: concerns about RAN4 simulations that can consider such correlations and other details such as frequency separation.

Ericsson: we need to consider beamforming

Huawei: correlation level may be hard to measure
Decision: 
Noted
Transmitter EVM
R4-126549
Further elaboration on spatial EVM for AAS





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Further simulation results on the spatial aspects of EVM

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted



R4-126550
EVM requirements definition





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Definition of the EVM requirement, including definition point

Discussion:



NSN: if EVM degrades with respect to space, how can we ensure throughput loss is due to EVM or coverage?

Ericsson: needs to do simulation to check

ALU: clarify what is for SI and what’s for WI? Some meetings ago, we decide to work on ACLR and blocking. Now it seems that you decide to have EVM req.

Ericsson: we don’t believe we have evidence in the SI to keep the existing EVM req.
Decision: 

Noted

R4-126331
EVM requirements for AAS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal on how to specify the   EVM requirements for AAS.

Discussion:



Ericsson: prefer not to make a strong conclusison “There are simulations showing that no impact on the throughput of the AAS system if the current requirements for the EVM level at each individual transmitter is met irrespective of the correlation level between the transmitters” as it depends on simulation scenarios. We saw simulation result from one scenario.

NSN: want to clarify what “This issue will be fully resolved in the WI stage.” means.

Decision: 

Noted

Reveiver reference point

R4-126535
Reference point for AAS receiver requirements





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

Discusses reference point problem for AAS receiver requirements

Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted

Reveiver reference sensitivity
R4-126534
Reference sensitivity requirement definition





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Definition of the reference sensitivity requirement, including definition point

Discussion:



Decision: 
Noted

R4-126332
Reference sensitivity requirements for AAS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal on how to specify the   reference sensitivity requirements for AAS.

Discussion:



Ericsson: we agreed yesterday we’ll draft some TP to capture this.

ALU: how to calculate the gain difference for approach 1?

Huawei: this is a relevant question and we just want to list it for future study.
Decision: 
Noted



Reveiver blocking
R4-126543
Receiver blocking requirements definition





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Definition of the receiver blocking requirement, including definition point

Discussion:



NSN: can you explain why “spatial positions of the wanted signal and blockers is of secondary importance”?

Ericsson: need to look at simulations to see the impact.

Huawei: it makes more sense to use the gain for sub array intead of the whole array in the simulation.
Decision: 
Noted


R4-126333
In-band blocking requirements for AAS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal on how to specify the   in-band blocking requirements for AAS.

Discussion:



Ericsson: in the far field, you said the power level should be scaled. We don’t think so. You don’t do scaling for core requirement.

Huawei: to me the far field means the measurement setup. We can discuss further in the future to ensure the same nature of OTA and conductive tests.

NSN: share Ericsson concern. If you need to scale blockers, need to scale the receiver signals.

Decision: 
revised into 6897
R4-126897
In-band blocking requirements for AAS





Source: Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE
Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal on how to specify the   in-band blocking requirements for AAS.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
SI conclusion
R4-126396
Text proposal for TR37.840 Subclause 9





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal subclause 9 for TR37.840.

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6884
R4-126884
Concluding the AAS study





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. This paper contains the text proposal subclause 9 for TR37.840.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted


10.3.5
Test methodologies  [FS_AAS_BS_LTE_UTRA]
Near field coupling test
R4-126114
Further explanation on the near-field coupling test fixture





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

In the RAN4#64bis meeting, the initial methodologies of coupling test for AAS was agreed and indorsed in [1][2]with a diagram. There is some concern about the diagram in [1][2] for the lack of describing the passive splitter/combiner. An improved diagram

Discussion:



Decision: 
noted
R4-126115
TP on improved diagram of the coupling test





Source: ZTE Corporation

Abstract: 

There is some concern about the diagram in [1][2] for the lack of describing the passive splitter/combiner. An improved diagram was formed by adding description of the combiner/splitter in the coupling test fixture to the former diagram in [1] [3]. The fo

Discussion:



Decision: 
approved

R4-126686
TP: Adding Near-Field Probe Scanner Test method to section 8.





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this paper near-field probe scanner test is presented with an attached text proposal to section 8 of the TR. It is proposed that the attached text proposal is included in TR 37.840.

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6893
R4-126893
TP: Adding Near-Field Probe Scanner Test method to section 8.





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

In this paper near-field probe scanner test is presented with an attached text proposal to section 8 of the TR. It is proposed that the attached text proposal is included in TR 37.840.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
OTA test
R4-126334
TP on reverberation chamber OTA test for AAS





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

This paper is for approval. The measurement setup for reverberation chamber OTA test for AAS is conceptually introduced.

Discussion:



Decision: 
approved

Combined test
R4-126520
Combined OTA-Conducted Test





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

This contribution provides further text to describe the test methodology.

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6892
R4-126892
Combined OTA-Conducted Test





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Abstract: 

This contribution provides further text to describe the test methodology.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
Test method comparison
R4-126536
AAS test methods comparison





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

text for test methodology section of the TR

Discussion:



Decision: 
revised into 6891
R4-126891
AAS test methods comparison





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Abstract: 

text for test methodology section of the TR

Discussion:



ZTE: Our offline comments not captured but we can agree this as a baseline.
Decision: 

Approved
R4-127000
Updated TR v0.5.0





Source: Huawei

Abstract: 

Discussion:



- Front page, The AAS SI is for Release 12
Rapporteur: This can be changed in the next updated

- Table 5.4.4.2 is not inline with TP from Kathrein. Parameters shall be removed and a note inserted.
Rapporteur: The notes can be added in the next updated.

Rapporteur: Regarding size and color of the figures, they were actually copy and paste from  the original TP provided by Ericsson. Please provide the figures with reduced size
Decision: 

Approved
10.4
Inclusion of RF Pattern Matching as a positioning method in the E-UTRAN [FS_LCS_LTE_RFPMT]

R4-126441
Way forward on RFPM SI





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, Polaris Wireless

Abstract: 

This contribution is for Approval. Rel-12, FS_LCS_LTE_RFPMT.   In last RAN4 meeting, the error modelling methodology was discusses but no agreement has been achieved. The prediction error model was relevant with lots of factors. In this way forward, a err

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved



R4-126540
RFPM Simulation Results





Source: Polaris Wireless

Abstract: 

This contribution presents simulation results for the RFPM study item.

Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126684
RFPM WF





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A WF on RFPM

Discussion:



Decision: 

Withdrawn


11.
Liaison and output to other groups 

R4-126519
Draft LS response to WP5D on the use of IMT for broadband PPDR applications





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

Draft LS reply to WP5D on input material for development towards a new report on the use of IMT for broadband PPDR applications
Discussion:



Telecom Italia: Format could be improved. Final outcome will be from PCG. The text to ITU-R needs polisihing.
Motorola Solutions agree. This is quite complicated procedure.

Chair: Cover sheet should say RAN in To-field.

Telecom Italia: Template has fields for review groups which should be listed.

Ericsson: We like more time to check.
Decision: 

Revised in 6970



R4-126970
Draft LS response to WP5D on the use of IMT for broadband PPDR applications





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

Draft LS reply to WP5D on input material for development towards a new report on the use of IMT for broadband PPDR applications

Discussion:


Chair: Should be send to RAN.

Ericsson and Alcatel Lucent wanted time to check.
Motorola Solutions: We can have email discussions before the RAN plenary before the deadline.

Decision: 

Noted
R4-126764
LS Out: ITU-R response to R4-124920, part 2.





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This contribution is a draft LS Out to R4-124920, Part 2
Discussion:



Chairman: LS shall be sent first to RAN who will discuss/approve/send to ITU-WP 5D.
Telecom Italia: Format of LS has been changed so maybe we could use the latest template.
Chair: I have asked that from RAN secretary and ITU-R contact person without response.

Ericsson: Can RAN take care of the template.

Telecom Italia: We should use the latest template.
Qualcomm: It is not obviuous from this LS what is LTE-Advanced. ITU-R asked view for LTE-A.

Motorola Solutions: We should talk about 40 MHz and 100 MHz with LTE Advanced. We could point that out.

Decision: 

Revised in 6852

R4-126765
LS Out: ITU-R response to 91Rev1





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This is a draft LS Out to answer 91Rev1
Discussion:



Chairman: LS shall be sent first to RAN who will discuss/approve/send to ITU-WP 5D.
Ericsson: We have received comments from Orange offline.

Qualcomm: Spec has constant value for emissions but this does not provide useful information to ITU-R.

TeliaSonera: We should try to be more accurate. We could say e.g. the total power in full BW in case of CA.
Motorola Solutions: We should indicate that emission levels have 1 to 1 dB relation to output power.

Fujitsu: Better to clarify emission levels more accurately.
Decision: 

Revised in 6853


R4-126852
LS Out: ITU-R response to R4-124920, part 2.





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This contribution is a draft LS Out to R4-124920, Part 2
Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved

R4-126853
LS Out: ITU-R response to 91Rev1





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This is a draft LS Out to answer 91Rev1
Discussion:


Decision: 

Approved
R4-126847
LS Out: LS to ECC PT1 on on ACS values for different types of base stations in the 3.4-3.8 GHz band





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126848
LS Out: LS to GERAN on CRs for MSR specifications





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126849
LS Out: LS to GERAN on Status of the work on BS classes for MSR





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved
R4-126972
LS on the verification of out of band blocking requirement for CA





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion:



Decision: 

Approved 
12.
Revision of the Work Plan 

R4-126135
Cancellation proposal for inter-band CA of Band1 and Band7 WI





Source: China Telecom

Abstract: 

Considering the latest regulation in China on 2.6G and current requirement in worldwide, China Telecom as rapporteur of Band1 and Band7 inter-band CA WI, proposed to stop this WI in 3GPP.
Discussion:



China Telecom was not present.
Ericsson: We do not support closing as there are other interested operators. Rapporteurship can be changed.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126197
Draft WID proposal: LTE Advanced Intra-Band Non-Contiguous Carrier Aggregation in Band 7





Source: Telecom Italia

Abstract: 
Discussion:



Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



R4-126433
New study item proposal Positioning enhancements for E-UTRA





Source: Huawei, HiSilicon

Abstract: 

This contribution is for information. Rel-12.   In this contribution, we provide a new SID for the positioning enhancement.

Discussion:



Decision: 

Revised in 6969


R4-126969
New study item proposal Positioning enhancements for E-UTRA





Source: Huawei, Hisilicon, Verizon, CMCC, China Telecom, China Unicom, CATT, CATR, Potevio, TD-Tech, New Postcom
Abstract: 

This contribution is for information. Rel-12.   In this contribution, we provide a new SID for the positioning enhancement.
Discussion:



Decision: 

Noted
R4-126696
New Work Item Proposal: Intra-band Contiguous Carrier Aggregation for Band 27





Source: NII Holdings

Abstract: 

A new Work Item for LTE Advanced contiguous intra-band single-uplink Carrier Aggregation for Band 27 will be proposed at RAN#58 in Barcelona.

Discussion:



Chair: Justification and objective have mixed messages about current/past WIs. This WID is more continuation of CA WI which focus on contiguous, not CA Enhancement WI which focus on non- contiguous from RF point of view.
KT want to include also 10 MHz.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126095
LTE in the 600MHz UHF Band





Source: Landover Wireless
Abstract: 

Presentation of new Study Item for adding 600MHz spectrum to LTE Spec as per US Gov't FCC indicated upcoming spectrum auctions.
Discussion:



Decision: 
Revised in 6782
R4-126782
LTE in the 600MHz UHF Band





Source: Landover Wireless

Abstract: 

Presentation of new Study Item for adding 600MHz spectrum to LTE Spec as per US Gov't FCC indicated upcoming spectrum auctions.

Discussion:



Qualcomm: We like to clarify what is the scope if this SI. Situation seems to be premature and regulkationas are very unclear. 3GPP can not start work yet. FCC schedule looks quite optimistic. Interested companies can file comments to FCC directly.
Landover Wireless: Process might be slightly early. We think it is the right time to introduce this.

Sprint and NII: We support Qualcomm comments. It is premature to start the work. We would not like to limit this to the US in the future.
TMO-US: We agreewith Qualcomm.

LightSquared: 3GPP procedure does not necessarily prevent the work.
Qualcomm: RAN pur AT&T WCS band on hold until regulatory status is stable.
Decision: 

Noted
R4-126287
LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band 1 and Band 5 with 2UL





Source: LG Uplus

Abstract: 

Work Item Proposal: LTE Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band 1 and Band 5 with 2UL
Discussion:



Chair: RP-121129 was approved at RAN#57. It was agreed to open 5 new WIs in RAN#58 to specify 2UL CA inter-band combination classes in Rel-12. There will not be separate WIs for operator specific band combinations for 2UL. Those could be included into WIs as work tasks or building blocks. Operators will coordinate together and choose the rapporteur for the WI. 
NII: Australia and Brazil have also bands 1 and 5. 2ULs in bands originally specified for different regions is a new situation.
Decision: 

Noted



R4-126288
New WI proposal: LTE-Advanced Carrier Aggregation of Band 1 and Band 26





Source: KDDI

Abstract: 

New work item proposal will be submitted in RAN#58.  Because both of Band 1 and Band 26 are global bands, it is an appropriate way to inform RAN4 before RAN meeting starts.
Discussion:



KT: We support this WI
Motorola Solutions: Band 5 is sub-band of band 26. Why do we have 2 different WI proposals?

KDDI: This is for 1UL only.

KT: We can not use combination 1 and 5.
Decision: 

Noted


13.
Future meetings 
	Meeting 
	Date 
	Location 
	Host 

	RAN#58
	4 – 7 December 2012
	Barcelona, Spain
	EF3

	RAN4#66
	28 January – 1 February 2013
	Malta
	EF3

	RAN#59
	26 February – 1 March 2013
	Vienna, Austria
	EF3

	RAN4#66bis
	15 – 19 April 2013
	Chicago, IL, US
	NAF3

	RAN4#67
	20 – 24 May 2013
	Fukuoka, Japan
	JF3

	RAN#60
	11 – 14 June 2013
	US (tbd)
	NAF3


14.
Any other business 


Note for rapporteurs: 
Status Report drafts MUST BE available for review at RAN4 reflector by Fri 23 Nov latest
· For multi WG WIs indicate RAN4 completion level
Clarification for the Core WI closing in the end of Rel-11
· RP-121212 was approved, red additions below => For the closing of Core WIs in which RAN4 is depending on the outcome of RAN1-3 work 

· Not to approve closing of the Core WI if there are any open RAN4 issues 

· Core WIs should be closed only when all the core work in RAN1-RAN4 is completed

· This apply to all WIs in RAN4 including RAN internal and spectrum WIs 

· In case other WGs are 100% ready proposal is to 

· Approve CRs in those WGs that are 100% complete 

· Keep WI open until the completion is 100% in all WGs including RAN4 

· In practise another extension for the work but only for the RAN4 part
· Another extension does not mean RAN4 internal and spectrum WIs 

· In order to make sure that other WGs do not start reopening their work or start working on more areas within the release timeframe it is important that 

· The WI exception sheets are carefully written and work carefully defined per WG 

· WGs are allowed to continue only the specific work, which is defined in the exception sheet 

· Other topics/areas should be postponed to later release or out of the specifications 

· In the future consider RAN1 closing their work 3 (preferably 6) months before the release freezing 
15.
Close of the meeting (No later than Friday, 5 p.m.)

Meeting was closed at 15:45 on Friday 16 Nov, 2012.
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