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[bookmark: _Toc463347112][bookmark: _Toc463825417]1	Approval of agenda
The agenda was approved.
2	UE TX requirements
2.1	General SEM – the general E-UTRA SEM or the “IEEE SEM”?
Discussion: 
Qualcomm: we propose the general E-UTRA, allows the maximum transmit power if not constrained by other parameters, IEEE is available by NS. eLAA will be applied to other bands besides B46. The E-UTRA the lowest common denominator.
CableLabs: LTE is well designed when LTE is coexisting with other LTE carriers. The Wi-Fi has a different spectrum mask. This should be discussed.
Skyworks: is the intent not that the E-UTRA sets the zero MPR for the fully allocated waveform?
Qualcomm: we need to consider the other requirements; if the maximum is 23 dBm we would apply the general E-UTRA, EVM as for LTE, in-band emissions still disagreements. We would need to investigate, will be limited by a ACLR of 30 dBc.
Intel: we prefer the general E-UTRA mask.
Nokia: if we would like to use this for licensed bands, then define the most losest, then IEEE is inidcated by network signaling.
CableLabs: how the E-UTRA be reconciled with the ETSI BRAN?
Qualcomm: the ETSI mask will be signaled under NS
Broadcomm: the nature of the mask will determine the ramp-up or ramp-down time?
Qualcomm: these are quite different than the TX masks.
CableLabs: are you impose the same mask on the adjacent Wi-Fi channels?
Qualcomm: the IEEE mask is available under NS
CableLabs: your neighbours are no longer LTE
Skyworks: we are not discussing if we are going to remove the mask, is it MPR or A-MPR?
Nokia: agree.
Qorvo: what’s wrong with proposal signaling under NS?
Skyworks: I see benefit in what Qualcomm proposes, allows fully PC3 operation with +2/-2 dB. 


Decision: 
General E-UTRA mask adopted for NS_01 signaling, [the “IEEE SEM” applicable under NS signaling (other than NS_01)]
		
2.2	Maximum output power and tolerance
Discussion: 
Skyworks: as stated earlier, given the E-UTRA mask for fully allocated waveform, then +23 dBm +2/-2 dB can be used. We have shown in measurements.
Intel: we are only considering PC3 in this case?
Chair: yes, for the entire band.
Huawei: we should still keep the tolerance in square brackets.
Intel: Huawei, what is the intention for the square brackets?
Huawei: the proposal has been going back and forth, we basically keep these tolerances in square brackets to give more time to check.
Skyworks: understand the idea of keeping the square brackets, but concerns we will not be able to define an A-MPR for the PSD requirements.
Chair: A-MPR can be adjusted if that happens.
Intel: still don’t understand the brackets; it suggests that companies would like to introduce a lower power class.
Huawei: basically +2/-2.5 or +2/-3 dB.
Intel: now the intention is clear, brackets not good way.
Huawei: what is the difficulty with two options?
Nokia: we don’t see any problem. Tolerance does not affect the results.
Decision: 
Two options: +23 dBm +2/-2 dB or +2/-2.5 dB applied for the entire Band 46. 		
2.3	Assumptions for MPR simulations with NS_01
Discussion: 
Nokia: the PA will be dimensioned like the standard LTE? There will be no UTRA ACLR?
Qualcomm: we would like to consider a UE that can be applied generally (not only B46).
Nokia: further clarification: UTRA ACLR would only apply to the MPR simulation.
CableLabs: the MPR simulations should ccount for the IEEE mask
Skyworks: in our measurements MPR for different modulations, perhaps also for different RB allocations.
Intel: a hear a few understandings….
Skyworks: I agree there, we need to verify
Qualcomm: we also have to consider the in-band emissions. We have agreements on waveforms but not requirements
Intel: we need further discussion on the in-band emissions.
Qualcomm: which modulations?
Skyworks: leave out 256QAM, in-band emissions reconsidered.
Intel: How are the tolerance going to affect MPR? Simulations run against the nominal value.

Decision: 
Assumptions: 
For MPR simualtions, assume general E-UTRA SEM, E-UTRA ACLR of 30 dBc, UTRA ACLR of 33 dBc with a +23 dBm MOP, PA dimensioned like the standard LTE.
Companies invited to study if there is impact of in-band emissions on the MPR
Modulations: all except 256QAM
	
2.4	Additional spectrum emissions: NS values
Discussion: 
Skyworks: at least in our measurements we have not seen any reasons for the Japanese case.
Chair: do we need an NS even if A-MPR is not needed? T
Skyworks; the A-MPR would be zero.
Nokia: Japan has a special emissions mask, not the ETSI. If ETSI like, then we would certainly need A-MPR for Japan.
Nokia: the ETSI-mask and for the IEEE mask.
Qualcomm: US has specific requirements as well.
Nokia: is the IEEE mask necessary?
Chair: enough to use the ETSI-maks?
Intel: difficult to understand the justification for using the IEEE mask.
CableLabs: we would like to keep it 
Nokia: we can keep it for simulations. Nobody knows if it needed. To be confirmed.
Intel: we are ok to do the simulations but not sure if there is technical justifications for the needed.
Skyworks: at least for for ETSI and FCC we should add the PSD requirements.
Chair: assume a 0 dBi antenna?
Nokia: do we need to agree the post-PA loss?
Skyworks: sufficient to calibrate at 23 dBm at antenna?
(nods)
Decision: 
NS for 
1. Japan  (ACLR2 and emission mask)	
2.	ETSI-mask (Region 1)
3.  IEEE SEM (to be confirmed if needed)
4.  US (FCC) requirements
All reqgulatory requirements ineach region to be considered. Assume 0 dBi antenna for conversion to conductive values.
Companies to provide technical justification for need for NS for IEEE SEM
2.5	Assumptions for A-MPR simulations
Discussion: 
Skyworks: for clarification, we will simulate for all possible interlaved waveforms?
Chair: the A-MPR is applicable to all waveforms
Nokia: we are not sure if we can simulate all, but a representative set.
Decision: 
See 2.4.
		
2.6	Transmit signal quality
In-band emissions. Test configuration based on R4-167987: input for simulations
Discussion: 
Skyworks: what are we talking about?
Chair: LO leakage, emission mask and image requirements using the interlaces proposed in R4-167987.
Skyworks: for image requirement, the proposed waveform may no be the best case, still IM contributions. A slight shift of the RB allocation would be better, shift it by 1 RB.
Ericsson: seems like a good proposal.
Nokia: is it still a valid waveform, but good that it does not overlap.
Skyworks: this is why I’m proposing to shift.
Nokia: the actual requirements?
Chair: do we need to change the existing requirements?
Qualcomm: the existing requiements are not applicable for non-contiguous waveforms.
Chair: see the proposal in R4-167987.
Nokia: the masks are not symmetric.
Chair: they will be since 1 RB allocated per “peak”.
Decision: 
As proposed in R4-167987 but with the image-measurement shifted by 1 RB to avoid IM and image overlap.
All modulations except 256QAM.	
Check if the existing requiements can be kept (the mask applied in between allocated resource blocks)
2.7	Time masks
Delay before the start of first symbol (shortened PUSCH)?
End of OFF power 
20µs
20µs
Transient period
Transient period
Start of OFF power 
Start of ON power 
requirement
Start Sub-frame
End sub-frame
End of ON power 
requirement

* The OFF power requirements does not 
apply for DTX and measurement gaps
tD 

Impact on other masks
Discussion: 
Chair: introduce a delay in accordance with 36.213? Do we have much choice?
Huawei: end of OFF-power t0 earlier? Worst case?
Chaie: the entire first symbol is blanked.
Huawei: if first symbol blanked, how much time for ramping?
Chair: then the transient period of 20 us applies in the beginning of the second symbol, we are only discussing shortening of the first symbol.
Qualcomm: applicable for SRS as well, Ericsson responded that SRS is defined. Need to check on this.
Chair: correct, the SRS can be used for eLAA.
Decision: 
Follow the RAN1 decision and extend the OFF period with a maintained 20 us transient period.
		
3	UE LBT for 36.101
What to put in the table below?
Table 13.1.1-1: Channel access parameters for PUSCH
	Parameter
	Unit
	Value

	Energy detection threshold
	dBm/MBW
	-72 dBm/20 MHz
	-75 dBm/10 MHz

	Detection timing
	microseconds
	25
	25



Discussion: 
Chair: does “at least 25 us” work?
Qualcomm: at least 25 us looks like a weird spec, within the detection time needed.
Chair: add requirements on MCOT so that the short LBT can be used?
Qualcomm: it not clear that it’s necessary to keep, it can work also for testing the energy detector.
Decision: 
Keep the 25 us for the time being.	
4 	BS RX requirements
Except NF that is agreed.
4.1	REFSENS
Discussion: 
Nokia: keep the same noise figure, we did initial simulations and the required SNR is 0.3 dB higher.
Huawei: for the BS side the SNR is the only remaining issue, Qualcomm has got a concern. We propose to reuse the legacy SNR, prefer 0.3 dB additional SNR. What is the view of Qualcomm?
Qualcomm: different understanding on NF and SNR understandings?
Nokia: keep NF and modify SNR according to simulations of various companies, our results show 0.3 dB.
Huawei: since in this meeting we did not see simulation results we are open to further check the SNR values. Accept the 0.3 dB and final REFSENS in square brackets.
DOCOMO: we would like to understand where 0.3 dB comes from?
Nokia: my understanding we are using different FRC so one reason. These are initial simulations.
Huawei: what if there are no contributions, then we need to remove the 0.3 dB relaxation.
Nokia: we encourage other companies to provide simulations.
Decision: 
SNR modification is [0.3] dB (the NF is agreed). Companies to provide simulations for the next meeting.
4.2	Dynamic range
Discussion: 
Nokia: this is similar discussion; we need to agree on SNR.
Decision: 
SNR modification is [0.3] dB. Companies to provide simulations for the next meeting.
4.3	In-channel selectivity
Discussion: 
 
Decision: 
See 4.2.
4.4	ACS
Discussion: 
Nokia: our understadning is that we have got agreement (R4-167192).
Ericsson: we accept the WF from the last meeting.
Decision: 
As agreed in R4-167192.
4.5	Blocking
Discussion: 
 
Decision: 
See 4.4.

5	Any emaining issue for BS TX requirements in 36.104 (10 MHz bandwidth)
Except SEM and ACLR that are agreed. 

Discussion: 
Huawei: during on-line discussion commented that the co-location was missing. There are no other issues.
Chair: what about the nominal spacing for 10 MHz + 20 MHz?
Huawei: is this new?
Chair: yes, consider during this meeting.
Decision: 
Add co-location reqirements.

Chair: one more issue, put square brackets around the “IEEE mask under NS_01” in decision under 2.1 since the need for a separate NS value will be evaluated until the next meeting.
Meeting closed at 20:57.














Background documents (not to be treated) for agenda
From RF Chairman’s report Monday evening.
UE RF
8.18	Enhanced LAA for LTE[LTE_eLAA-Core]
 […]
[bookmark: _Toc463347114][bookmark: _Toc463825419]8.18.2	UE RF (36.101)[LTE_eLAA-Core]
R4-168820      WF on eLAA Tx requirements 
					Source: Qualcomm
Discussion: 
Decision: 		The document was Return to.

[bookmark: _Toc463347115][bookmark: _Toc463825420]8.18.2.1	MPR[LTE_eLAA-Core]
R4-168593	On UE maximum output power and MPR
					Source: Qualcomm Incorporated
Abstract: 
Maximum output power for eLAA compared to MPR is evaluated.
Discussion: 
Ericsson: Spectrum emission requirements and ACLR shall be always met. In this paper, it is pointed out that MPR is not mandantory. 
Nokia: we shall consider the SEM and ACLR to complete the MPR discussions. 
Huawei: what is the tolerance requirement?  In current specification, there are some test cases which require UE to transmit at maximum transmitting power, i.e., 23dBm. How to rolve this issue? 
	QC: we can further discuss the tolerance. UE implementation which can achieve 23dBm shall be allowed. 
QC: PSD restriction requirement is regional requirement. 
Ericsson: NS indication is needed to meet the regional requirement. 
Skyworks: support this. 

Decision: 		The document was Noted

R4-167986	General spectrum emissions mask for eLAA UL
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
In this contribution we propose a general spectrum emissions mask for eLAA
It is proposed to 
· adopt the OFDM transmission mask in ITU-R Recommendation M.1450 (as shown in Figure 1) as the general SEM for UL operations in Band 46, but the emissions should not be required to be lower than the general -30 dBm/MHz spurious emissions limit; 
· use a reference bandwidth of 1 MHz;
· scale the above mask for 10 MHz.
Discussion: 
Huawei: In BS spec, we have agreed to use 100khz measurement bandwidth. We prefer to use the same requirements for UE side. 
	Ericsson: understand the preference but there is some difference between UE and BS in the spec. 
QC: we prefer to main the LTE general emission requirement. This emission mask can be met by NS indication. In last meeting, we already agreed to use general mask. 
Intel: we prefer to main the original emission mask. 
Skyworks: we support to use the ITU mask. 
Cable Labs: we support to use the ITU mask. 
QC: ETSI requirement is different from ITU requirement
Ericsson: different from BS spec, we can use 1MHz BW for UE which is also aligned with ETSI requirement. 
	Ericsson: general emission mask is meaningless for unlicensed band. It also sents signal to WiFi community that same emission requirement will be adapted in 3GPP spec. 
Nokia: actual MPR performance is also depends on chosed PA. 
Ercisson: similar observation as Nokia’ results. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted


R4-167984	MPR for eLAA UL
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
In this contribution we discuss the specification of MPR for eLAA
Simulations of the MPR in order to meet an ACLR1 = 30 dBc requirement and the standard EVM requirements for licensed bands indicate that the MPR could be specified as
1. a constant modulation-dependent value ≤ 3 dB if the general E-UTRA SEM is adopted;
2. a function of the parameter L (consecutive RBs) e.g. of the form MPR = [5 – 0.5.L] for L < 5 and a modulation-dependent constant ≤ 3 dB for larger L if the mask recommended in ITU-R Rec. M.1450 [2] and proposed in [3] is adopted. 
Discussion: 
QC: MPR is domainated by ITU mask. The delta between ITU mask and LTE mask is 4.5dB. 
Ericsson: 100KHz measurement bandwidth is considered for ITU mask case. Accoridng to Skyworks’s results, maybe no MPR is needed for ITU mask. 
QC: the mask is different from ITU and IEEE mask 
QC: what is the EVM assumption in the simulation. What is the in-band emission assumption in the simulation. 
Ericsson: we assume the same requirements as 256QAM in unlicensed band. We can further check the EVM performance assumption in our simulation. 
 

Decision: 		The document was Noted


R4-168077	5GHz WiFi PA measurements with eLAA waveform
					Source: Skyworks Solutions Inc.
Abstract: 
This contribution proposes MPR and discusses maximum output power value for eLAA, it also discusses A-MPR requirements for Japan US and European . The proposal is based on measurement taken from a standard 5GHz WiFi PA.
Proposal 1: a power class with 23.5dBm maximum power should be defined for eLAA
Proposal 2: a 2dB MPR is defined for the 10RB interleaved waveform using QPSK, 16QAM and 64QAM modulation.
Proposal 3: how to handle MPR versus RB allocation and modulation is FSS, this contribution provides data for all cases.
Proposal 4: no A-MPR is defined for Japanese ACLR2 requirement
Proposal 5: no A-MPR is defined for IEEE or ETSI SEM masks
Proposal 6: a 1dB A-MPR is defined in region 1 to meet the 10dBm/MHz ETSI PSD requirement
Through this study the following observation is made:
Observation: a 3.5dB MPR seems reasonable for 256QAM eLAA 10RB interleaved waveform

Discussion: 
QC: comments on the PSD restriction
Skyworks: depends on the reference we decided. 
Huawei: what is the variation between different WiFi PAs. 
Skyworks: PAPR performance is different from WiFi PA and LTE PA. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted


R4-168403	eLAA MPR simulation results
					Source: Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Abstract: 
Observation 1: If the E-UTRA ACLR is relaxed from 30 dB to e.g. 25 dB, some additional TX output power would be available, while still meeting other baseline LTE requirements.
Observation 2: The ETSI SEM, based on the peak on-channel PSD, warrants some further discussion whether an “average PSD” reference should rather be used instead of the peak PSD, in the A-MPR simulations.
Proposal 1: Relax the ACLR requirement from 30 dB to [25] dB, pending on further study by the next meeting. An MPR/A-MPR study similar as for this meeting should be done for the next meeting. The expected outcome is that 20 dBm output power is available at least for interlaced QPSK.
Proposal 2: If proposal 1 can not be agreed, change the nominal maximum output power for eLAA to 19 dBm, and adopt MPR according to Table 3 (below) for the 19 dBm Power Class. This MPR is sufficient to reach ACLR2 = 40 dB, and no further A-MPR is required to meet that requirement.
Table 3: Proposed eLAA MPR for [20] dBm Power Class
	Modulation
	MPR (dB)

	QPSK
	0

	16 QAM
	≤ 0.5

	64 QAM
	≤ 0.5

	256 QAM
	TBD


Proposal 3: If proposal 2 is agreed, adopt A-MPR of 0.5 dB when ETSI SEM is used.
Discussion: 
Huawei: ACLR is defined based on co-existence requirements. 
Nokia: we did not recall any additional performance degradation in co-existence study if assuming 25dB ACLR. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted



[bookmark: _Toc463347116][bookmark: _Toc463825421]8.18.2.2	Additional spurious emissions [LTE_eLAA-Core]
R4-167985	Additional spectrum emissions requirements for eLAA UL
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
In this contribution we discuss NS values and associated additinal spectrum emissions requirements for eLAA
Discussion: 
QC: in some region, there are different requiremetns for different portion of the band. How to introduce the A-MPR for such case. 
Ericsson: we can have different A-MPR requirements for different frequency range which we have defined in similar manner, e.g., band 41. 
Skyworks: defining different requirements for different sub-bands may be one solution. 
Huawei: how to complete the WI considering so many regional requirements. 
Ericsson: WI can be completed if the regional requirements already included in the TR have been defined. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted


R4-168591	Additional spurious emissions and other regional requirements
					Source: Qualcomm Incorporated
Abstract: 
Discussion on region specific additional spurious emissions, PSD limitations, etc.
Discussion: 
Ericsson: FCC requirements of -41dBm/MHz 5150 – 5250 MHz (UNII-1) is not for conducted requirements. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted


[bookmark: _Toc463347117][bookmark: _Toc463825422]8.18.2.3	REFSENS[LTE_eLAA-Core]
[bookmark: _Toc463347118][bookmark: _Toc463825423]8.18.2.4	Other requirements[LTE_eLAA-Core]
R4-167987	Transmit signal quality for eLAA UL
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
In this contribution we propose transmit signal quality requirements for eLAA (including time masks)
Under the assumption that RAN1 specified equally-spaced interlace patterns for PUSCH, it is proposed that
1. EVM core requirements (allocated RBs) are specified for any interlaced transmission according to the present test configuration;
2. minimum requirements for in-band emissions are specified as detailed in sections 3 and 4.
The actual in-band requirements for 64QAM and 256QAM are TBD.

Discussion: 
QC: what is the value of T0? T0 is only applied for PUSCH or applied for other channels. 
	Ericsson: T0 will follow the RAN1 design (DCI configured). It only applied for PUSCH. 
Huawei: non-continusous transmission has been checked in LBT test. We can use only continuous transmission for EVM requirements. 
	Ericsson: EVM requirement is only applied for allocated RBs. Additional interference can be caused by LBT procedure. 
QC: We have different proposals on the in-band requirements. 
	Ericsson: it is difficult to define the requirements based on all the possible uplin configurations. 
Skyworks: whether the simulation assume the carrier image. 
	Ericsson: the actual EVM value can be further discussed. The intension is to propose the test method for EVM requirement.  
	Ericsson: the proposal does not include 64QAM and 256QAM. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted

[…]

R4-168592	eLAA UE LBT
					Source: Qualcomm Incorporated
Abstract: 
For approval.  Proposal on LBT requiremetns for the UE
13.1.1	Channel access parameters
Channel access related parameters for PUSCH are listed in Table 13.1.1-1.
Table 13.1.1-1: Channel access parameters for PUSCH
	Parameter
	Unit
	Value

	Energy detection threshold
	dBm/MBW
	-72 dBm/20 MHz
	-75 dBm/10 MHz

	Detection timing
	microseconds
	25
	25



13.1.2	Minimum requirement 
The UE shall be able to assess that the medium is busy with at least 90% probabiliity for a Gaussian noise signal with bandwidth of at least 20 MHz or 10 MHz and power level at or above the energy detection threshold within the detection timing given in Table 13.1.1-1.

Discussion: 
Ericsson: we agree with the analysis in this paper. The number is different for Cat 4. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted

R4-168540	CR on LBT functionality requirements for UE in Rel-14 eLAA
					36.101	  CR-3964  (Rel-14) v14.1.0
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
CR on LBT functionality requirements for UE in Rel-14 eLAA
Discussion: 
QC: prefer to have single 101 CRs including all RF requirements. 
Ericsson: we have one big CR for Tx requirements. LBT CR can be separated from Tx/Rx requirements. 
Decision: 		The document was revised in R4-168821.

R4-168821	CR on LBT functionality requirements for UE in Rel-14 eLAA
					36.101	  CR-3964  (Rel-14) v14.1.0
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
CR on LBT functionality requirements for UE in Rel-14 eLAA
Discussion: 
Decision: 		The document was Return to..
[…]




BS RF

[bookmark: _Toc463347119][bookmark: _Toc463825424]8.18.3	BS RF (36.104)[LTE_eLAA-Core]
[bookmark: _Toc463347120][bookmark: _Toc463825425]8.18.3.1	SNR and NF [LTE_eLAA-Core]

[…]

[bookmark: _Toc463347121][bookmark: _Toc463825426]8.18.3.2	Rx requirements[LTE_eLAA-Core]
R4-168537	Suitable ACS requirement for BS receiver for UL LAA operation
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
In this contribution, we present our conclusions on receiver selectivity levels for LAA BS by describing simulations for adjacent channel co-existence when UL LAA is considered. The layout and deployment parameters are taken similar to RAN1 evaluations and while some additional adjacent channel related parameters are added.
Proposal-1: Suitable ACS parameter for LAA BS would be around 35dBc having negligible impact on the LAA UL performance.

Prposal-2: Set interfering signal mean power to -54dBm and -57dBm for LA and MR BS for LAA operation, respectively for achieving suitable ACS.

Discussion: 
QC: before we agree on this relaxed ACS requirement, we would like to see more study. Otherwise, it is better to use existing LTE ACS requirement	
	Ericsson: We also want to see more analysis from other companies
Huawei: Interference level is determined based on the deployment scenario. It is ok to relax the ACS requirement but it is not neceesary to further relax interference singal level needs 
	Ericsson: we can further check which level is more reasonable from other companies
Huawei: it does not make sense to only relax the ACS interference signal level. We also need to consider the in-band blocking requirements. 
Nokia: wer provide the contribution in last meeting to keep the current requirement. 
Huawei: we have already agreed the ACS requirements in last meeting. 
Nokia: yes, 7192 was agreed in the last meeting. 
Decision: 		The document was Noted.


R4-168538	CR on BS ACS requirements for Rel-14 eLAA
					36.104	  CR-0880  (Rel-14) v14.1.0
					Source: Ericsson
Abstract: 
CR on BS ACS requirements for Rel-14 eLAA
(Formal Cat B CR)
Discussion: 

Decision: 		The document was Return to..


R4-167656	CR on eLAA BS Rx requirements
					36.104	  CR-0865  (Rel-14) v14.1.0
					Source: Huawei
Abstract: 
(Formal Cat B CR)
Discussion: 
Nokia: Tx requirements can be also included in this CR 
	Huawei: we have additional CR in the next agenda for Tx requirements. 
	Nokia: some requirements are missing. 
Ericsson: how the REFSENS is derived 
Huawei: we can further check. 
Decision: 		The document was Revised in R4-168822

R4-168822	CR on eLAA BS Rx requirements
					36.104	  CR-0865  (Rel-14) v14.1.0
					Source: Huawei
Abstract: 
(Formal Cat B CR)
Discussion: 
Decision: 		The document was Return to.

[bookmark: _Toc463347122][bookmark: _Toc463825427]8.18.3.3	Tx requirements [LTE_eLAA-Core]
[…]

R4-167657	CR on introduction of 10MHz channel bandwidth for LAA BS
					36.104	  CR-0866  (Rel-14) v14.1.0
					Source: Huawei
Abstract: 
Add BS TX requirements for 10MHz channel bandwidth.
(Formal Cat B CR)
Discussion: 
Nokia: we prefer to have one CR for both Tx and Rx requirement. 
Decision: 		The document was Revised in R4-168823

R4-168823	CR on introduction of 10MHz channel bandwidth for LAA BS
					36.104	  CR-0866  (Rel-14) v14.1.0
					Source: Huawei
Abstract: 
Add BS TX requirements for 10MHz channel bandwidth.
(Formal Cat B CR)
Discussion: 

Decision: 		The document was Return to.


