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1.0 Agenda 

· Asymmetrical  tolerance 
· Re-structure of 6.25A from release 10 onward 

· Inclusion of SRS and PCMAX
2.0 Asymmetrical tolerance 
Problem 
· It is important that there is alignment and consistency between the requirements defined in the separate subclause(s) in the case of asymmetrical tolerance and total transmitter configured power defined in subclause 6.2.5.

· Current specification is not aligned for bands which have asymmetrical tolerance for maximum transmit power

· Table below shows problem – yellow highlight indicates requirement is not aligned / correct in the case of asymmetrical tolerance is which should allow a reduction in PUMAX_L
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Solution discussed during the ad-hoc meeting 
· Three approach proposed during this RAN4 meeting 
1 NTT DOCOMO; R4-131415; Lower tolerance applies to PCMAX tolerance  for all  values of PUMAX if asymmetry tolerance is greater than -2 dB. Changes in different sub-clauses 

2 MSI; R4-131602; Lower tolerance applies to PCMAX tolerance  for all  values of PUMAX if asymmetry tolerance is greater than -2 dB. All changes in sub-clause 

3 Ericsson; R4-131555; Lower tolerance only applies to PCMAX tolerance  if the asymmetrical tolerance is greater than allowed PCMAX tolerance .i.e. lower tolerance values of PUMAX would not change 
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23 23 -3 0 1 22 20 2 N/A

Problem for asymetrical tol.

Option 1/2

23 23 -3 1 1 21 19 2 NA PUMAX  √  but Pcmax_L  is  penalized

Option 3 

23 23 -3 N/A 1 22 19 NA 3

PUMAX  √  but Pcmax_L  is  √ 

At lower tolerances 

Reference 

23 23 -3 0 3 20 17.5 2.5 N/A
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Discussion 
1 DCM supports Ericsson/// proposal 3

2 MSI : support Ericsson/// proposal3

3 Nokia : for Ericsson/// proposal3

4 No objections in the room.

Way forward: Ericsson /// option accepted: CR in R4-131555 endorsed.

3.0 Re-structure of 6.25A from release 10 onward 
Problem statements 

· Do we need to restructure subclause 6.2.5A

Issues

· Subclause 6.2.5A addresses

· Inter-band carrier aggregation with one active UL serving cell 

· Inter-band carrier aggregation with two active UL serving cell

· Intra  band both one and two active cells

· Requirements and tables are interspersed  for different scenarios 

· Future requirement

· Intra band non–contiguous carrier aggregation

· SRS 

· Intra and inter band combinations  

· More than 2 CC 

·  Clean up 

· Avoid referring to another subclause and repeating requirements

· Duplication of text and format changed etc 

· Way forward proposed 

· Task a company? to prepare draft for distribution prior  to next meeting for comments / review and co-signed by many companies 

· Restructured document presented to RAN4 (Japan for approval) for rel 10 and rel 11
Discussion 

1 TeliaSonera: no restructure

2 Nokia: if is to do it more compact, and no harm then OK

3 Ericsson///: if more compact yes. Include 6.2.5 as well then.

4 TeliaSonera: Anything wrong with the equations? 

5 MSI: answer: is not clear in the structure what reqs. Apply. Not to remove anything, but arrange them properly.

6 Renesas: yes, if more compact.

7 Intel: yes if compact.

Way forward: 

InterDigital: Volunteers to restructure the 6.2.5A sub-clause.
InterDigital to send over the e-mail on time before the next meeting the CR draft for 6.2.5A restructuring.
3.0
Inclusion of SRS and Pcmax  (chaired  by IDDC)

Issue

LS from RAN1 in R4-130787 states:
· RAN1 discussed the LS R4-126042 on Pcmax definition for the partial overlap period between different TAGs. 

Based on the discussion 
1. RAN1 asks RAN4 to include the note in 36.101 specifying which value of Pcmax to apply for the overlap region. 
2. RAN1 further asks RAN4 to include SRS in the Pcmax definition in the overlap region.
RAN1 introduced in Rel-11 36.213 rules for SRS scaling for SRS simultaneous transmissions and SRS dropping rules for SRS simultaneous transmissions with PUSCH/PUCCH on different TAGS

Solution discussed during the Ad-hoc meeting 

1. A single Pcmax for the whole subframe

2. Independent Pcmax for the PUSCH/PUCCH symbols and for the SRS symbol.

3. A modified option 1 discussed offline.
For option 1
We have to consider the worst case for MPR, A-MPR, ΔTc:
· The allowed MPR for the whole subframe would be:  Max { MPR for PUSCH/PUCCH, MPR for SRS} 
· The allowed A-MPR for the whole subframe would be: Max { A-MPR for PUSCH/PUCCH, A-MPR for SRS} 
· The allowed ΔTc for the whole subframe would be: Max { ΔTc for PUSCH/PUCCH, ΔTc for SRS}

· With option 1 one or another can be penalized if all the symbols are kept to the same power. Combination examples: 


-PUSCH on 16 QAM non contiguous and SRS central carrier (SRS severely impacted)


-PUSCH QPSK (central carrier, MPR<1, no A-MPR, no DTc) and SRS on carrier edge with  high A-MPR, and ∆Tc. In this case PUSH is impacted.

For option 2:
·  It is what RAN1 asked for consideration, and it will preserve the SRS purpose in order to allow for proper scaling simultaneous SRS or dropping SRS criteria as defined in RAN1 36.213 Rel-11 spec requirements.
·  There is no power penalty for SRS and non-SRS (shortened PUSCH/PUCCH) symbols.
·  SRS has 40us guard time so a power jump (up/down) would not be a problem
·  For standalone SRS transmission Pcmax,c need to be clearly defined in order to be compared with other simultaneous channels on the other serving cell.
For option 3
We have to consider the worst case for MPR, A-MPR, DTc while computing Pcmax_L:
· The allowed MPR for the whole subframe would be:  Max { MPR for PUSCH/PUCCH, MPR for SRS} 
· The allowed A-MPR for the whole subframe would be: Max { A-MPR for PUSCH/PUCCH, A-MPR for SRS} 
· The allowed ΔTc for the whole subframe would be: Max { ΔTc for PUSCH/PUCCH, ΔTc for SRS}

· In this case only Pcmax_L is affected and we can say simply that the UE is responsible for respecting the Pcmax defined range for all symbols, meaning the shortened PUSCH/PUCCH and SRS symbol may have different power settings, but both should fall into the normal defined range (Pcmax_L, Pcmax_H) since this range is safe for all symbols in the subframe.

· For standalone SRS transmission the Pcmax formula applies.

Discussion 

1 Nokia: Observations: Option 1 simple. But option 3 gives implementation freedom.

2 QCOM: for Option 3

3 E///: Take it offline

4 Nokia: WF and offline disc.

5 Ericsson///; more offline discussions needed – want to understand better the difference between option 1 and 3

6 Qualcomm: It seems that option 1 and 3 are under discussion. Option 2 is off the table.

7 Nokia: let’s try to conclude this meeting

8 Renesas: more details on 1 and 3 in the WF

9 Ericsson///: after more thinking it seems that option 3 is the only way of doing it properly.

10 DOCOMO: Discuss offline more about the option 3 details.

11 IDCC: we will discuss option 3 with DCM offline to better explain the concept.

Ad-hoc Chair: WF to be discussed in the Thursday morning coffee break for proposal 3.
Ad-hoc chair: InterDigital to prepare an WF for proposal 3 and discuss it offline in the coffee break on Thursday.
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