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1. Introduction
Issues

· Frequency error

· UE CA Channel arrangement

DCM is OK with this way forward, want to capture the reason why BS and UE ACB are different
Chair : We can capture this somewhere

Ericsson : Clarifies that definitions are future proof for different types of bandwidth, note in body of TR could capture that

Way forward in the slides was agreed

· CA Bandwidth TP

Ericsson thinks these notes shouldn’t be in the actual specification, it should be very clear which bands these apply to

Can’t agree this in an adhoc but it seems to be acceptable for the group

· SEM and ACLR
DCM  on table 6.2.2.3.1A-1 : why is there a -10

Chair : It is a typo

Table 6.6.2.3.2A-1 : It should say CA measurement bandwidth
Chair : Yes
Qualcomm : Should ACLR be tightened to 31dB, what is the motivation

Chair : UTRA ACLR was 30dB previously, E-UTRA was 31dB. But now the guard bands are different. But was the question why we need this.

 Qualcomm think the protection is needed because of regulation, there the requirement is 30dB,

Chair : Need to consider that before we finalise this TP.

DCM : Regarding ACLR, for CA1C, is there 30 and 40MHz testing

Chair : Yes

Huawei : Table 6.6.2.1A-1 has only 2 options, 30MHZ and 39.8MHz. Refers to 3602 

Chair : For class C there are other arrangements than 15+15 and 20+20, mentioned when presenting this table. This is not required for ITU-R submission but all masks will be specified in this work item. 

Huawei : How to handle the other options?

Chair : ITU-R is pioritised, then we will do TP on the other parts into the same table

Ericsson : These represent the ITU versions of the specifications that we need to submit in December. So we propose to limit, but that does not exclude other combinations. Was in the note in the previous TP.

Chair : Take time to review this, we can have an offline discussion and try to finalise the TP

Qualcomm : On E-UTRA ACLR table, asymmetric case how is that reflected? What is BWChannel in this case

Chair : Valid point, needs to be addressed

· REFSENS

DCM supports Ericsson proposal, it reflects real use cases more than Qualcomm. Regarding MSD operator would like to use full power. 4dB backoff  is reasonable for spec, since ACS requirement needs 4dB backoff. As a specification we are OK to accept ericsson proposal but please capture MSD with full power into the TR
Ericsson : We will do that

Qualcomm : Is there any confidence that in 1 meeting we can agree the numbers, we don’t know if this is tighter or more relaxed than current requirement. Looks almost impossible to agree refsens in 1 meeting. Can update after ITU-R submission but keep in mind it needs to be updated next year

Ericsson : Important to agree a method which works also for the future. Timeline is that CRs should be available in December, square brackets are still OK then but for the final ITU-R submission that is the spec version in June so we still have 6 months. Changes can be made. Although major parts of spec should be 80% ready in December

Nokia : This is CA1, so we have large duplex spacing, don’t think estimation of power leakage is that difficult. 

Nokia : What is QC view if the uplink is only in single carrier mode, what is the intermodulation and blocking requirement then?

Qualcomm : If we adopt this refsens we maintain the rel8 approach, it will be on 4dB power backoff on PCC. Only difference is that now we add SCC for the receiver. -> So uplink will be in single carrier mode.

Chair : Can we agree the Ericsson proposal

Qualcomm wants more time to think

Chair : Come back to this then in main meeting.

ACS

Chair : Keep in mind we can’t agree this paper

No comments for clarification

· Frequency error

Qualcomm : Thinks that practically there is not much difference. The average came from HSDPA, the 2CC have different TA, so there some averaging makes sense because the CC have separate timing advance.  Effectively any frequency errors will cause timing drift. Think for CA its more natural to base frequency error on PCC.
Huawei : Think this is testing the reference timing of the UE to track the BS. How does UTRA have 2 references. How is frequency error correctly measured. TA is basically a signalling process. Not sure how to correlate these aspects.  Should consider the 2 carriers together.

Nokia : Agree mainly with Qualcomm, not much difference

Motorola : Don’t see much difference, is there something wrong with release 8. What happens if we go to more than 2 carriers. Doppler can be different for different cells.

Qualcomm : Could test equipment vendors comment what is easier for them

Anritsu : Would go for the primary

Chair : Most of the companies have a view, Nokia to draft TP based on PCC.

Occupied BW
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No questions immediately, come back in main meeting to give people time

