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1
Opening of the meeting

The meeting was chaired by the RAN4 Chairman, Mr Takaharu Nakamura. The meeting was hosted by Huaweii.  The Chairman informed the delegates of their IPR obligations as follows:
	The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was 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 were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:

-
to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were 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

R4-071517, Agenda, Chairman.
Comments: None
Status: Approved
3 Approval of meeting report
R4-071518, Report Meeting RAN 4 #44,MCC. 
Comments: None

Status: Approved.


4 Letters / reports from other groups
R4-071527,Response LS to TC-RT DMO Group clarification regarding radio aspect of DMO (GP-071538),Source: TSG GERAN, To: ETSI TC RT  DMO, Cc: ETSI ERM,TSG RAN,TSG RAN WG4,TSG SA,TSG SA WG1,TSG SA WG2,TSG SA WG3,TSG CT WG1.

Summary: Interference assumption: TSG GERAN does not agree with the statement that “to avoid the interference with other 3GPP system the DMO MS needs to achieve at least the BTS radio performance requirements when using a GSM downlink band”. 

Comments: The LS is only for information. 
Status: Noted

R4-071571,Response to LS on Synchronization in Radio Access Networks (R3-071745),Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: ITUT SG15, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4.
Comments: LS sent to RAN4 for information. Relevant outgoing LS form Orange is present in Section 8. 
Status: Noted
R4-071704,LTE System parameters,Source: SE7 chairman, To: RAN4,

Summary: SE7 asks for LTE system parameters on coexistence study in order to do interference calculation (fill in the table).

Comments: 

Ericsonn suggests preparing an answer with the parameters for SE7 for next meetings, but the group misses some information that is not explained in the document, i.e masking factor. Some issues need clarification. They propose to discuss by e-mail before the next RAN 4 meeting

Action: discuss by e-mail before the next RAN 4 meeting.

Status: Noted
R4-071528,Response to LS on neighbour cell list in LTE (GP-071552),Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc:,
Summary: TSG GERAN kindly requests more information from TSG RAN WG1, TSG RAN WG2 and TSG RAN WG4 on the available time for search of LTE cells in  GERAN, both in idle and in connected mode and also if any parameters to be broadcast in the GERAN system information, in addition to the centre frequency of a neighbour cell, are required by the terminal in order to perform measurements on LTE cells, e.g. the cell bandwidth. 
Comments: The group has contributions in this area in the meeting, so the answer will be prepared after the discussions. 
Ericsonn says that they are able to provide some answers but not all. 
Motorola suggests discussing this issue in the RRM session.

Status: Noted.
R4-071568,LS on UE specific power control parameter (R1-073888),Source: TSG RAN WG1,To: TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG3,
Comments: No actions asked to RAN 4. 
Status: Noted

R4-071567,Request to clarify LTE states for physical layer measurements (R1-073875 Source: TSG RAN WG1,),To: TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,
Comments: No actions asked to RAN 4. 
Status: Noted.


R4-071569,LS on high quality criterion (R2-073852 ),Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1, Cc:,
Summary: RAN 3 misses the definition of high quality criterion. RAN 3 asks RAN4  to define it for 36.304. 
Comments: 

The group is discussing RRM and in particular the definition of measurements. Possible answer during meeting #44bis containing at least the information about the quantity that are already defined. The discussion is delayed in the RRM section. 
Status: Noted.
R4-071570,LS on eNodeB measurements (R3-071730),Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4,TSG SA WG5, Cc: TSG RAN.

Summary: TSG RAN WG3 kindly asks RAN1, RAN2, RAN4 and SA5 groups to concentrate the efforts in the field of eNodeB measurement standardisation on those being necessary to fulfil the nodes inter-working requirements of TS25.913. TSG RAN WG3 kindly asks RAN1, RAN2, RAN4 and SA5 groups to use attached template to co-ordinate the work in the field of eNodeB measurements and encourages the involved WGs to exchange related content in an appropriate manner and provide corresponding template content to RAN3. 

Comments: There are contributions in this area during the meeting. 
Way forward: the group is not ready to give a complete answer to RAN3, and it will wait for the RAN 1 discussion. 
Status: Noted

R4-071572,LTE Home NodeB mobility (R3-071751),Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1, Cc: TSG RAN WG2.

Status: Withdrawn

R4-071783,LTE Home NodeB mobility (R3-071751),Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1, Cc: TSG RAN WG2.

Summary: RAN3 kindly ask RAN4 and RAN1 if there is any RRM related functionality necessary which would require signalling over interface(s) between LTE HNBs or between Macro eNBs and LTE HNBs. 
Comments:

Motorola says that in the home node B area the group is discussing scenarios, but not interfaces. Motorola proposes to consider the LS by Nokia,NSN on the status of the work item. It is better to address the status of the work item first, it will help addressing questions. 

Qualcomm suggests that these issues can be treated during this meeting. The LS will contain some control information. Will we be able to address this during the meeting?
Motorola states that the group needs some work on that.

Way Forward: wait for the ad hoc discussion.

Status: Noted.

5 Maintenance of Release 99,  Release 4,  Release 5,  Release 6 and Release 7 Specifications

R4-071574,Requirements for the UE transmission power headroom (UPH),CATT,

Summary: The purpose of this CR is to add requirements for measurement period, reporting delay, report mapping and measurement accuracy to 25.123. 

Comments: 

Chairman: there have been some discussions in the RAN plenary regarding the TDD. The group need to do some corrections to have consistency with CCSA specifications. 
The Chairman asks to clarify if the CR is for correction or to improve something.

CATT: The CR is for improvements. 

Alcatel-Lucent: This requirement is not present in CCSA, they will add this requirement if RAN 4 will add it. 
Status: Approved.
R4-071541,Change Request to 3GPP TS 34.124 version 7.5.0,Flextronics (China).

Comments: 
Motorola asks what the reason to change the resolution bandwidth is. Motorola understands the problem, but they do not understand their proposal, they need clarifications. Moreover, RAN 4 needs to check if those changes are allowed. 
The delegates were not present. The document will be re-submitted to meeting #45.
Status: Noted

R4-071667,Editorial correction to the RV sequence of the MIMO FRC ,Ericsson.

Summary: Redundancy version sequence is set according to the agreed simulation assumptions in R4-070758 that have been used to set the requirements. 
Comments: this is for Rel 7, need a shadow CR (a corresponding category A CR) for Rel 8.

Status: Approved.

R4-071729
Editorial correction to the RV sequence of the MIMO FRC  (CR 576 to 25.101 Rel-8) (Ericsson).
Comments: shadow CR for Rel-8.

Status: Approved


R4-071669,Base Station MIMO corrections,Ericsson. (CR 298r1 to 25.104 Rel-7)
Comments: 
Qualcomm suggests to add that the same specification applies for the 2 branches, for the power and phase difference
Ericsonn says that the power differences and phase have not been discussed. 

Alcatel-Lucent: With the CR approved last time, we would not need these sentences. It says that all the requirements in section 6, in case of MIMO, will be defined for the 2 branches. We can consider removing this paragraph completely. 
Ericsonn says that this could be one possibility, we just need to be sure that the specification covers MIMO and tx div. But in any case the power and the phase have not been discussed and they ask Qualcomm if they have input. 

Status: revised in 1774

R4-071774
Base Station MIMO corrections (CR 298r1 to 25.104 Rel-7) (Ericsson) revision of 1669.
Status: Agreed.

R4-071670,Base Station MIMO corrections,Ericsson (CR 299r1 to 25.104 Rel-8)

Status: revised in 1775
R4-071775
Base Station MIMO corrections (CR 299r1 to 25.104 Rel-8) (Ericsson) revision of 1670
Status: Agreed.

R4-071671,Base Station MIMO corrections,Ericsson, (CR 465r1 to 25.141 Rel-7)
Comments: The reason for change is again to be sure that MIMO is covered. 
Status: revised in 1776.

R4-071776
Base Station MIMO corrections (CR 465r1 to 25.141 Rel-7) (Ericsson) revision of 1671
Status: Agreed.

R4-071672,Base Station MIMO corrections,Ericsson, (CR 466r1 to 25.141 Rel-8)
Status: revised in 1777

R4-071777
Base Station MIMO corrections (CR 466r1 to 25.141 Rel-8) (Ericsson)
Status: Agreed

R4-071666,Discussion on UL modulation accuracy requirement for 16QAM,Ericsson,
Comments: 
Motorola asks for clarification in the first statement. At the moment the requirement is not clear. They would like to have both requirements mandatory. 
It is not clear the comment of the relaxation.

Ericsonn states that the measurement of 14% excludes carrier leakage. They would like that the level of requirement is tighter.

Qualcomm states that the carrier leakage will have a small impact, the BS will be able to remove it. Qualcomm thinks that in the equation 4 the 2dB is not really realistic.  

Ericsonn: Carrier leakage gives system impact: We had a EVM requirement for which there is a budget for carrier leakage. If we remove something from the EVM budget, we can use it especially for 16QAM instead of tightening the requirement.

Nokia,NSN: They can think about lightening the requirement for Rel 8. 

Chairman: The conclusion is that we need more offline discussions. The proposal is to do some modification in rel 8 but we need some clarifications if we need 1 or 2 requirements, or if we tighten the requirement in rel 8. At least for Rel 7 we should decide if we need both or not during this week. 
Ericsson: Not all companies accept that the two requirements should be mandatory.

Motorola asks which companies have problem to have both mandatory. The reason is that if you look at the spec it says you can have one or the other. The problem is that the operator then ask for the two and the chip vendor not. The specification is not sufficiently clear.
Nokia, NSN: They agree with Motorola.

Conclusion is that we would have two requirements and do the necessary changes at the next meeting.

Ericsson: Some companies can have problems with the CR and more offline discussions are needed.
Status: Noted

R4-071699,Addition of E-DPCCH boosting to ETFC restriction requirements,Nokia, (CR 918r1 to 25.133 Rel-7)
Comments: 
Ericsonn is ok for the CR, but they have some minor editorial correction. 
Status: revised in 1736
R4-071736
Addition of E-DPCCH boosting to ETFC restriction requirements (CR 918r1 to 25.133 Rel-7) (Nokia)

Status: Approved
R4-071700,Addition of E-DPCCH boosting to ETFC restriction requirements,Nokia. (CR 919r1 to 25.133 Rel-8)
Status: revised IN 1737
R4-071737
Addition of E-DPCCH boosting to ETFC restriction requirements (CR 919r1 to 25.133 Rel-8) (Nokia)

Status: Approved
Chairman: For Rel 7 most of the WIs are closed. So we need to decide if we need an “isolated impact analysis” in cover pages of the CRs. To be discussed offline.

R4-071690,Ideal HS-PDSCH Results under Enhanced CELL_FACH Scenario,Ericsson,

Summary: They suggest the following parameters for doing the next stage of simulations with impairment:

•
Number of HARQ transmissions = 4

•
HS-PDSCH Ec/Ior = - 3 dB
Comments:

Nokia, NSN has documents on that. 
Ericsonn: The starting point decided at the last meeting was 4 for the HARQ, but they have seen the simulation results with other values. In a case of higher number of HARQ retransmissions they use the same redundancy versions as in Nokia contribution (FRC 3).
Status: Noted

R4-071635,Results for demodulation requirements  in Enhanced Cell_FACH state,Nokia,

Summary: In this contribution they have presented ideal simulation results according to the agreements made in RAN4 meeting #44. Based on the results shown for the feasibility of HS-SCCH detection scenario in enhanced Cell_FACH state it has been identified that the impact of the HS-DSCH demodulation errors cannot be completely avoided with the available power headroom. Different alternative to avoid this have been identified. Furthermore ideal results for the HS-DSCH demodulation requirement have been shown.

Comments: 

Ericsonn: the group has decided during last meeting to increase the value of DPCH,.but even if you increase the level you might not achieve the target rate. The BLER on the shared channel will go down. For Ec/Ior= -6dB, Ericsson and Nokia,NSN documents are not really aligned. The proposal would be to agree for -3dB.

Nokia: -3dB is the high region, maybe it would be better to use a point where the curve is steeper.

Conclusion: Need some further clarifications in offline discussion. This is Rel 7 TEI-7. We need to finalize as much as possible for the simulation assumptions during this week.

Ericsson shows the timeline, this has to be completed in November.  

Motorola: The two contributions show some open issues. We will present ideal and with implementation margin simulation in the next meeting. 

Chairman: if you need some further time than the group can ask an extension. Need offline discussions to reach a consensus.
Status: Noted
R4-071689,Simulation Results for CQI under Periodically Varying Radio Conditions,Ericsson,
Comments: This is for Rel 7.

Nokia agrees technically. In Fig 1 they have instantaneous change in the geometry. The convergence can take some time, how can be practically implemented?
Ericsonn: They can not give answer if it is possible to have fast changes but maybe they can extend the delay, so that there is the time to ramp up? In the proposal they are changing the value of Ior.  Note that RAN 5 expected an answer long time ago. 

Conclusion: offline discussion during this week or next meeting to come to a conclusion. 
Ericsson suggests to send an LS to RAN 5 in 1791 (section 8) and the suggestion is agreed.
Status: Noted
R4-071720, Correction for UE ACS ,Vodafone.
Comments: 
The test configuration used to verify that this requirement is met, does not actually verify all frequency bands. We should decide if it is applicable to LTE also. 

Nokia, NSN: The idea in previous meeting was to refer all the requirements on the sensitivity level and then to apply an offset for the sake of simplicity. We have however, other requirements like for example the blocking. If we do something like in the proposal for the UE ACS we need to do it also for all the other UE requirements. 

Chairman(As an individual member from ARIB): we should separate the two aspects: REL7 form LTE. This may have some radio aspects impacts at least for the Japanese regulations. We should check what was the status of the discussion for the relation between RA N4 and the radio specification before. 

The document is asking an approval, in order to ask a modification for the ACS but there is no consensus. 

Ericsonn: May be we can separate the issues between rel 7 and rel 8 and work in different way for the 2 releases. What is the rationale between differentiating the work for rel 7 and rel 8?
Motorola: the ACS is similar as a blocking spec. Is this comment applicable to the ACS or also for the blocking? 

Vodafone states that it is applicable only for the ACS and Motorola has some concerns.
Nokia,NSN: we can consider something different for LTE but we should try to be as pragmatic as possible. There are several band options, if we want to capture all the requirements for all the possible cases it will be difficult to meet the time line, and moreover the specifications will become too difficult.

Qualcomm:  Maybe a proposal is just to plug the particular value inside the specifications without specifying that it will not be constant.

Nokia,NSN: In Munich meeting the relaxation of this requirement was not considered as critical. 

Conclusion: Take offline discussions and try to reach consensus on the way forward.
After offline discussion there is no much agreement. 

Status: Noted

R4-071649,Clarification of UE measurements in case of Rx diversity,Ericsson,
Summary: For CPICH RSCP and UTRA carrier, the RSSI measure is based on the linear average over the 2 antennas, as well as Ec/No (this is relevant for DL). This has some drawbacks.
RSCP needs to be linked to the UL antenna, because this value is used to give information on the Uplink path loss.

Proposal: use the max for Ec/No for Downlink, and use the measurement related to the uplink antenna.
The same document is being discussed in RAN 1. 

Comments: 

Nokia: Maybe neither downlink antenna will be used for uplink so form that point of view this constraints the implementation too much. If we go in this direction, we will specify less. The manufacturers will be able to decide what to do with the information.

For the Ec/No: In certain cases, depending on the length of these measurements it will end up having the maximum.

Ericsonn: there are some implementation aspects. Suppose you have 3 antennas, you need to measure the downlink power on one antenna.

The same argument can be used in the current definition because it can happen that the tx antenna is very poor, but when using the average you give a too optimistic value for the uplink path loss. This is implementation specific.

Motorola asks for real results showing that it will be an issue from a practical point of view.

Nokia agrees with the comment. They hope to be able to present simulation results in the following meetings. 

Status: Noted

R4-071698,Considerations on cell suitability criteria when a UE implements receive diversity,Nokia,
Summary: Proposal 1 : Additional flexibility could be introduced in 25.304 in the definition of the Qrxlevmeas used in the evaluation of Srxlev. The exact wording would still need further discussion and consideration.

Proposal 2 : Modification of the Squal criteria for downlink coverage extension is not considered further. Note that Rx div is not mandatory for the idle mode. Comments: 

Ericsson has concerns about proposal 1 to create additional freedom in the quantity Qrxlevmeas. Probably it is better to change the root of the problem, i.e the definition of the measurement. 
Nokia: The reason to start looking at suitability criteria is because of coverage. There are quite a lot of implementation aspects that we need to take into account before making changes in different definition of measures. The RSCP can be also based on the maximum as in Ericsson paper. 
Motorola: Why the same scenario does not appear in the single antenna handset (the problem between the UL and DL). 
Ericsonn agrees with Motorola. If you have 1Tx antenna, you measure something in the downlink that is related to the uplink, but there is a certain amount of uncertainty. That’s why the RSCP is unclear now.  
Nokia: Averaging in time domain for one antenna in order to take care of these effects is the motivation behind the original linear average definition. In the case of gain imbalance between the antennas, maybe the manufacturer can take into account the imbalance and compensate it. 
Vodafone: In the specification it is not clear what the UE should do. 
Nokia: We never define implementation, we define requirements. 
Qualcomm: Their preference is not to specify the way the computation is done.
No decision yet. 
Status: Noted

R4-071723,UE Measurements and Rx Diversity,Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia,

Summary: Interpretation of [3] is that the UE is proposed to

· CPICH Ec/Io measurement: Measure Ec/Io of the two antennas separately and report the maximum

· CPICH RSCP measurement: Measure the RSCP of the antenna that is also used for transmitting

Comments: 

Qualcomm: does not agree on the sentence:” Finally we would like to note that the gain difference between the two antennas cannot be very large or else the RX diversity gain is practically lost.“ 
No decision yet. 
Status: Noted
Chairman: Note that same discussion is going on in RAN 1.

R4-071721,Proposed way forward on CPICH measurements with Rx diversity,Vodafone,

Summary: The document expresses Vodafone’s concerns on not using the linear average and about the best antenna approach. Vodafone thinks that the mobile can know if there is a gain imbalance and it can be able to use this information accordingly. The weighted approach can become also the max approach because you can choose one weight to be 0. They would like to have the rx div in order to be able to improve the coverage.

Comments: 
Qualcomm: we need to change the test procedures.

Vodafone needs to think about that.
Nokia: There are some RRM testing that need to be conducted and they need to evaluate the impact.

Motorola share the concerns. 

Chairman: From the specification point of view, it should be noted that the reference point is set at the antenna port. We should also note there would be no antenna gain difference as far as the reference point is set at antenna port..

Moreover we need a clarification on what difference in antenna gain means. The same measurement can be used for different purposes from the network, as handover for example. So we need to think about the definition keeping in mind the scenario.

Nokia: We need to take a little bit more time to think about that, we can not answer this now.

Status: Noted


R4-071712,Correction to extreme condition voltages for Lithium batteries in table D.2.2,Nokia,
Comments: This is Rel 7 CR.

Status: Agreed. 
R4-071728, Correction to extreme condition voltages for Lithium batteries in table D.2.2 (CR 575 to 25.101 Rel-8) (Nokia)

Status: Agreed

R4-071615,ILPC Change Description,Qualcomm Europe,
Summary: the accuracy is achievable for every switch. There is an impact that is not negligible we need to be cautious to reflect these changes in R99.

Nokia: It may be not critical to be in +1dB -0.5dB window (check). We need to be careful when sticking with the number decided time ago, especially if we see improvements.

Motorola: Come back to the document later.  

Need further consideration on that and come back later during this meeting or in the next meeting.

Further justification was requested.

Outcome: Noted
R4-071616,ILPC Text Proposal,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments: 

Motorola asks if Qualcomm addresses also large power steps for TFC and why they considered 6dB range, they asked if it is implementation specific.
Qualcomm says that they were thinking also about 10dB, the 6dB case becomes the corner case.
Offline discussions about docs 1615-1616.
Status: Noted.


R4-071734 Minute of the Ad-hoc on CPICH measurement with Rx Diversity (Vodafone)
Comments: None
Status: Noted
R4-071805
Summary of Enhanced Cell_FACH Requirement work (Ericsson)

Comments: 
Ericsonn will have further technical discussions and a CR based on this statement.
Status: Noted.
6 Work Items
R4-071559,Technical requirements of Low-power Repeaters for UMTS FDD/TDD systems in Japan,ARIB,

Comments: 
Fujitsu (As an IM from ARIB): There are some activities in this area and so far, in Japanese regulation perspective, there are some discrepancies between the Japanese regulation and the specs in the 3GPP for repeaters. From Japanese regulations perspective a part of the repeater is a UE and the other part is a BS. If we need the specification for that then we will create the work item and capture the differences. Do we need this specification?

Powerwave asked if we were allowed to specify some of the information presented here in the same way. Fujitsu commented that regarding the UE, 3GPP specifications should be globaly applied since UE may roam around. On the other hand, for the BS or repeater. we would be able to introduce some modifications as regional requirements if necessary.

Powerwave furhter commentd that it would be necessary to do some more calculations about some aspects, for example, ACLR aspects. Since the repeater is an amplifier, it is difficult to distinguish the noise and the signal, you amplify everything.Offline discussions are needed. 

Status: Noted.

R4-071761
Comments to R4-071559 ("Technical Requirements of the lowe power repeter  for UMT/FDD system in Japan") (Powerwave)
Status: Noted.
R4-071601,Split of RAN4 requirements to Requirements Specification and Performance parts,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
Comments: 
Ericsson says that for section 2, it is more clear for RRM and CQI but they would like to know what Nokia,NSN means by finalizing it. 

NSN states that we should agree on these details here. 
NEC encourages the companies to reviw it and to provide contributions in the next meeting. So that RAN can have a better understanding of the status.
Agilent recognizes that there will be a direct impact to RAN 5. It is better to clarify the level of completion and this may have an impact on which the order thing may be done.

Motorola says that at the moment all the work is done in parallel. But it is interesting to give it to RAN 5, so that this can put a limit and it can help RAN5 to know when to start.

Agilent is surprised that all the frequency bands can be done in parallel, they belived that you need some priority.

Motorola answers that RAN4 spec specifys all the bands and RAN5 will decide if to prioritize some band, this is not a discussion for RAN4.

This point should be discussed further.

Status: Noted.
6.1 
UE Antenna Performance Evaluation Method and Requirements [RInImp-UEAnt]
No contribution under this agenda item.

6.2 
Evolved UTRA and UTRAN [RAN-Evo]
6.2.1
RF Scenarios

R4-071534,TR36.942 V1.3.0,Nokia Siemens Networks, 

Status: Approved. 

R4-071535,TP for TR36.942  Update of coexistence simulation methodology,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comment: 
Chairman: In the TR we need to put all the outcomes of the discussions.

Nortel asks if we are using this document as the reference point. 

NSN states that it is an official RAN 4 document, and after approval it will be under change control and it will be used as reference. But in the WCDMA case the simulation assumptions are not valid anymore. 

Status: Approved
R4-071753
TR 36.942 v1.4.0 (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Netwrok)
Status: Approved
R4-071718,Impact of LTE UE Power Control Error on LTE Coexistence,Motorola, 
Status: Withdrawn
6.2.2
UE Requirements

Chairman states that Tdoc R4-071515 was approved in Athens meeting as the latest version of TR36.803. It is the basis to go on with the work.
R4-071602,TR36.803 UE Radio transmission and reception update,Motorola,

Offline discussion to check the different text proposals.

Status: Noted.
R4-071725,TP to TR36.803 on the LTE UE modulation accuracy measurements,Rohde & Schwarz,
Comments: 
Motorola states that some of the corrections are identical as in the Motorola paper. The factor N and 12 that need to be sorted out. The errors will be treated offline.

Qualcomm does not understand where the factor 12 comes from. Originally there was a  coefficient N_rb. Is it an editorial correction or there is a technical change? R&S can review the document, this need some clarifications.
Status: Revised in 1769.
R4-071769
TP to TR36.803 on  the LTE UE modulation accuracy measurements (Rohde & Schwarz) 
Status: revised in 1780.
R4-071780
TP to TR36.803 on  the LTE UE modulation accuracy measurements (Rohde & Schwarz) 
Status: Agreed
R4-071726
TP for EVM correction for TS36.803 and TS36.101, Motorola

Comments: 
Motorola: The current formula for modulation accuracy is wrong.  The changes are only corrections, they are editorial changes and no changes in the technical content. 
Chairman: the two documents can not be merged together.
Motorola proposes editorial changes, R&S proposes also some modification in the text for improvements.

Also in the Motorola paper there are some questions related to the equations.

Status: Noted.
R4-071610,Text proposal for E-UTRA channel bandwidth,Motorola, 
Status: Withdrawn
R4-071647,TP Structure of TR 36.803 Transmitter Characteristics,Ericsson,

Comments: 
Motorola would like to leave it as it is as an extension of the WCDMA, but he is accepting feedbacks from other companies.

Vodafone would like to change it. The MPR requirements should be separated from the spectrum emission mask.

Nokia, NSN supports Motorola. 

Chairman does not see any difference between the original one and the prpopsed one.

Ericsonn states that there are no technical changes. The purpose was to improve the readability.
NEC says that there are no particular reasons to change it and they agree with Nokia, NSN they prefer not to introduce any change.

T-mobile supports the same.

Ericsonn says that they widthrow the proposal.
Status: Noted. 
R4-071623,LTE UE SEM Proposal Evaluation,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments: 
Qualcomm states that this is a support material for validating the mask proposal done in Athens meeting.

Motorola asks if  the bandwidth proposal is 1.4 and 3MHz.  

Qualcomm states that those are TdB. The figures show that the values are easily achieved.

Qualcomm suggests these number, they would like to come to a conclusions before the end of the meeting. 
Status: Noted.


R4-071542,Out Of Band emissions requirements of E-UTRA UL,Fujitsu, NTT DoCoMo, Panasonic,
Summary: The document provides an evaluation of proper MPRs (Maximum Power Reductions) that satisfy current working assumption for ACLR requirements is made for several combinations of system bandwidths and Resource Blocks (RBs). With these MPRs, SEM assumed in ref [5] and modified SEM are checked how do they fit to the actual transmission spectrums. Lastly, additional MPRs to conform spurious emission requirements for PHS band are investigated.
It would be concluded that modified SEM better fit in with the actual E-UTRA UL signals. Lastly, additional MPRs to conform to spurious emission requirements for PHS band are studied. The final values of the A-MPR would be decided taking into account the actual frequency arrangement in Band 1 in the future.
Comments: 

Motorola highlighs aspects that need to be considered.  When we used the baseline of 33dB ACLR we did not consider implementation margin and then we added the MPR. Implementation margins will be considered separately. The max MPR proposed in the table was 1dB. Now the proposal is to add 2dB. MPR is relative to the starting point, so we need to define the starting point, and this will give you the max output power.  This will depend also on the amount of RB. We need to be careful that we do not add too much granularity in the MPR because we need to consider all the RBs, the modulation, otherwise we should define also the sensitivity for different bandwidth. The prob is that it will become too compxx.

The value defined in the emission mask is a specification, you would be better to be cautious in the extention in the SEM proposal. 

NTTDoComo is happy about the comment on the granularity. Looking at the behavior of the power amplifier, their concern is that looking at figure 2.3 we can notice that the slope is pretty flat a part from the first part. The idea was to introduce a fine granularity to have as small MPR as possible. We need some further discussion.

Nokia, NSN: Maybe by choosing slightly different operating point for the amplifier, you can expect some variations. This can have consequences on the UE operating time. 

Ericsonn asks if  the ACLR requirement is 33dB also for the 20MHz. 

Status: Noted, comments are on the ad hoc minute.
R4-071624,LTE UE 16-QAM MPR,Qualcomm Europe,
Summary: Qualcomm says that the 16QAM was not considered before. Only the emission mask considered in the other meeting was considered. The ACLR EVM was not part of the study. The UE output power without MPR was assumed to be 23dBm.  

In the simulations, they modelled origin offset and IQ-imbalance.  The following assumptions were made, based on partly ongoing discussions related to the UE EVM definition. 

•
Origin offset: -25dBc  at 23dBm output power

•
IQ-imbalance: -25dBc
3 Proposals :

 •
A)  Allow 1dB MPR for all RB allocations

•
B)  Tighten the origin offset and IQ-imbalance requirement assumption

•
C)  Specify narrow band spur exceptions in the SEM requirement

Preference A and B.

Comments:

Motorola syas that when looking at the delta between QPSK and 16QAM, you need 1dB more for the MPR in this case. 
Status: Noted, comments are on the ad hoc minute.
R4-071645,TR 36.803: Maximum Power Reduction,Ericsson,

Summary: The document presents measured and simulated MPR for qpsk and 16qam. They also consider the issue of power consumption.
The MPR is relative to an output power of 23 dBm. According to simulations and measurements on three different amplifiers, required MPR to meet the ACLR1 requirements for E-UTRA and UTRA are up to 1.5 dB. It may be possible to devise a rule for the allowed MPR based on RB allocation and offset from the channel band edge, for example defined as planar patches. Increasing the PA power consumption significantly beyond that of WCDMA is not a viable option.
Comments:
Nokia, NSN: In some cases the number we have in the specs are too tight, so maybe we need to relax them and to increase the Backoff. Maybe this requires more intuition and practical knowledge. The asked if the Figure in section 6 is based on extrapolation or it come from measurements.
Ericsonn states that figure 6 is the achievable output power. 

Nokia, NSN is surprised that you can get more that 31dB, and it is very difficult already to obtain 29dB.

Motorola has a comment related to section 3. The baseline is CM=1 and 6PA. In figure 4 the study point should be 1 not 0. In figure 4 the results look similar to the results shown by Motorola in May. Ericsson bases the MPR at some average number taken from figure 4. The results in the table do not match the results shown in figure 4. If you look at the results in figure 4, the results are higher than 1dB for QPSK. It seems that the results are not aligned with the results in figure 4.
It would be welcome the definition of the algorithm for the definition of MPR.

Ericsonn says that the last sentence states that in the case of CM=1 the number should be reduced, and in that case you have the 1dB difference we are talking about.  The message that Ericsson wants to give is that the numbers do not scale with the band.

Motorola states that they should investigate first the assumption that the results scale with the band. This was the assumption used so far.
Status: Noted, comments are on the ad hoc minute.

R4-071646,TR 36.803: Additional MPR,Ericsson,
Comments: 
Motorola asks  what is the OOB emission when you set the MPR to meet the ACLR2. Do you still miss the 5MHZ spurious emission requirement?

Ericsonn needs to check.

Status: Noted, comments are on the ad hoc minute.

R4-071612,Proposed LS to RAN2 on signalling of additional spectrum emission requirements,Motorola,
Comments:
Chairman states that we need some more offline discussion. If we reach the consensus that the LS can be sent out.

Status: Noted.


Offline discussion and ad hoc during the meeting.
R4-071611,UE Transmit power adjustment for LTE,Motorola,

Summary: For LTE, two options are available for UEs to make accurate power adjustments 

Option 1: UEs make the power adjustment during their scheduled uplink SC-FDM transmission.

Option 2: UEs make the power adjustment on a calibration waveform and then transmit their scheduled SC-FDM transmission at the accurate power level.
Option 2a: The network can allow a UE requiring power adjustments to transmit a calibration waveform by puncturing the first SC-FDM long block (LB0) in its allocated subframe (Note: This option is shown in Figure 1). 

Option 2b: The network can allow a UE requiring power adjustments to wake up 50-70us before its scheduled subframe and transmit the calibration waveform.

Option 2c: The network can designate a specified time duration (50-70us) in every subframe where UEs are allowed to transmit a calibration waveform to adjust power. 

For option 1, the transient duration is longer and extends to the first 3 LBs. Due to the rapid power/phase changes which occur during the transient duration, uplink SNR is degraded in these LBs. Further, allowing a transient duration that is 3 LBs long may have a significant impact on the RAN4 performance and test methodology.

Option 2 addresses these issues and allows for a well defined UE/NodeB implementation by allowing the UEs to adjust power on a calibration waveform and limiting the transient duration to within 1LB. Further, option 2 allows a simpler UE hardware implementation.
Comments:

NTTDoCoMo asks what is happening when you have power changes in the longblocks.
Mototola states that first we need to see what RAN 1 thinks. How do we consider the variation in LB? What does a variation in dB mean?
Qualcomm says that 2c seems to be the only valuable option. The puncturing can provide quite a high loss. 
Motorola says that the loss will be around 8%. In any case you are puncturing. It would be good to address how to minimize these losses.

Powerwave has a comment for Option 2. Is it necessary to transmit at the power level equal to the target power level for the symbol ?

Motorola says that if you look at the WCDMA you use known burst and you transmit the power. In this case if you want to target 0dbm you will need known burst.

Nokia, NSN says that RAN 1 discusses it tomorrow. They have concerns because of the complexity introduced at both the UE and the system. Is this really needed? They agree with Motorola that without measurement of the output power it will be difficult to set the output power. The LTE uplink should not be as critical as in GSM. The error on the power control should not have a dramatic impact.

Motorola says that we need to think about the services. There are cases where you are doing a download or upolod and you may send burst of information and you may need changes, and in these cases you may have problems in the  power accuracy. What about the coexistence in this case? Motorola will have a contribution related to that.

Nokia thinks that in these cases if you are uploading something the traffic won’t be very frequent. 

NTTDoCoMo says that in LTE the transmission power is compiuted thanks to the path loss and the pathloss is measured on RSCP, and the RSCP is based on power. 

Motorola says that in W-CDMA we have a similar scenario. They note that the accuracy is 9dB in the open loop case.

Nokia says that the LTE looks similar to GPRS uplink.

Chairman states that RAN 1 is discussing the same topic. Does ran 4 agree that we need accurate accuracy in the power? If yes, how do we do it?  We should discuss this issue from the feasibility and complexity point of view..
Motorola noted that RAN 1 will look at different schemes and they will come back to RAN 4. They are aware of the problem, so they will take it into account when defining the algorithm.

Chairman defines the way forward: wait the input from RAN1 with some requirements. 

The document is re-discussed after RAN 1 discussion.
Status: Noted
R4-071625,LTE UE EVM Requirements,Qualcomm Europe,
Summary: A proposal was given for modifying the UL EVM limit definitions.  The main features of the proposal are the following:

•
Introduce an IQ-Imbalance exception

•
Express the in-band emission floor as relative dBc instead of relative PSD

We suggest that the proposal presented here be considered in determining the LTE requirements.
Comments: 

Nokia, NSN: The proposal seems reasonable. At least for the non allocated RB the 25dB is too relaxed but staying with the number we have now it will be too thight.
Ericsonn agrees with Nokia, 25dB is too loose. The computation that Qualcomm has done indicates that the SNR level is too low.
Nokia says that 25dB is not sufficient. That’s the underling idea under the composite EVM. Companies wanted to split the requirements for allocated RB. How now you are splitting the different EVM for the RBs that are not allocated?
Chairman says that we may not be able to reach the consensus; in next meeting it should be good to have the impact on the system simulations.

Qualcomm says that there were a lot of EVM studies depending on the modulations. The target is to keep these numbers as low as possible so that even in worst case conditions you can meet them.

The recommendation is to re-use previous studies. Offline discussion are needed.

Status: Noted.
R4-071643,TR 36 803: on the ACS requirements and in-band blocking,Ericsson,
Summary: It is proposed that the ACS requirements for the 15 and 20 MHz channels are tightened as shown in the tables and to use the same signal for the blocking.
Comments:

Motorola states that the analysis in Ericsson contribution is limited.

Need some further offline discussion, UE vendors need some more time before reaching a conclusion.

Status: Noted.

R4-071648,TR 36.803: CW frequency offset [and phase] in the narrowband blocking test case,Ericsson,
Summary: A CW signal is used for the narrow band blocking requirement in [1], section 7.6.3. This means that the test will be very sensitive to the precise frequency offset from the sub-carriers of the desired (own) signal. If the offset is a multiple of the sub-carrier spacing, then the interferer will be orthogonal to the own-signal, and the effect of the interference is marginal. 

Comments: 

Motorola asks for simulation setting details. 

Ericsonn says that the only think that they want to demostrate is that cross mode depends on the mode. At 0 frequency offset the interference is orthogonal with the signal. Since the subcarriers that are space of 15KHz are orthogonal, then if the interferer is spaced by multiple of 15KHz than it is orthogonal.

Motorol agrees that the simulations are correct and agrees that they are not causing any interference in the FFT. The real impact is the corss mode and not what Ericsson is taking inot consideration so Motorola wants to know if they did take into consideration that.

Vodafone asks why for LTE we need to choose something different w.r.t WCDMA.

Nokia says that the small modification of the frequency offset has no practical meaning.

Qualcomm says that in other conditions they may be a difference. They ask how we specify the interfearer for the narrowband blocking.
Nokia says that if we think of the requirement as an additional selectivity than ok but the other issue is the cross modulation. The small modification does not have a big impact. 

Ericsonn states that we should look at frequency offset.

Motorola agrees but for them the corss mode is the dominating effect, so maybe these details are not really needed. We are going to a level of details that is not necessary.

Ericsonn agrees that we need to study the cross mode and they have an other contribution.

Nokia suggests to add a note explaining why these frequencies were chosen for the sake of information.

Chairman says that this technical background should be specified in the TR.

Nokia says that in general the TR is not really the place where people look for information. It would be useful at least to add something like to check to TR for further details.

No agreement for the moment. Need some offline discussion before reaching a conculsion or provide a revised version. 
Motorola asks Ericsonn to do text proposal, but Motorola repeats the concern that it is a too thiny effect and we probably do not need it.

Status: Noted. Some of the information will be incorporated into the TR.
R4-071644,TR 36.803: on IMD and narrow-band blocking tests,Ericsson,
Summary: Cross modulation products appear in the receive band and are due to inter-modulation between the TX signal (set 4 dB below its maximum) leaking into the receiver and the CW tone used for the IMD test. The risk is higher for the wideband channels, i.e. 10 MHz and upwards. Hence the own-signal levels for these bandwidths should be backed off (increased) to relax the RF linearity requirement. This is also relevant for the wider channel bandwidths in the narrow-band blocking case.
It is proposed that the own-signal levels for the IMD test in [1] are specified as in the table below. They suggest to relax the backoff in order to overcome the effect fo the cross modulation for wide band (expecially for 15 and 20MHz, in that case for 15MHz you need 4dB extra-offset, and for 20, 6db eztra-offset).
Comments:
Nokia, NSN agrees that for 15 and 20MHz, in order to aligne the test case,we should back-off the own signal level to reach the same level of linearity. But maybe it is not sufficient. They think that there is no justification from a system perspective to try to do better than W-CDMA. What is exactly achievable?

Ericsson says that you can always discuss if to thighthen the requirement or lower the input level, but the goal in this contribution is to show that the cross modulation needs to be addressed.

Motorola says that they support the conculsion that it is more important to see the wide-band cases. We need to bear in mind it also when defining the throughput measurement.

Qualcomm says that the impact will depend on the attenuation achievable by the PA isolation and the architecture. Putting a single requirement for all bands, it would be better, for certain band it will be challenging but for other it will be very easy. We need probably further studies on this. 

Nokia says that the second row in all the table is an example (band I).  It would be necessary some relaxation for other bandwidths. For some of the band it will be challenging.  In W-CDMA they did not consider necessary to relax it for other bands.  If we can relax the requirement there is something that can be gained from the sensitivity point of view.
Chairman says that the group is happy with the proposal for 15-20MHz. Some companies want to check the narrowband proposal.

Way forward: Ericsonn will provide a text proposal.

Status: Noted. 

R4-071719,UE Capabilities for LTE,NXP Semiconductors, Philips,
Summary: 
RAN4 should discuss further how to provide performance requirements for a single UE rx antenna, possibly in a band-dependent manner. 

Comments:

Ericsonn asks what the proposal is. The agreement was to have Rx diversity mandatory.
NXP s
ays that the idea is to re-open the discussions because it seems reasonable to have only 1 antenna for low band.

Nokia says that wwe have agreed that the min perf requirement are based on the 2 antennas and 2 receivers. But they will never agree on a specific implementation.

Ericsonn agrees and states that this was that they ment.

NTTDoCOmMo supports the usage of 1 antenna for low bandbut they would like to discuss futher. 
Motorola says that  the paper is vague. It is not RAN 4 to discuss the capability. It is better to wait for RAN 1 discussion before looking at the implication. 
Chairman asks what needs to be discussed from a RAN4 prospective. He asks what is the discussion NXP would like to have in this group, what is the outcome NXP would like to have. He suggested to have a offline discussion. If NXP can reach a conclusion than NXP should present a text proposal.

Status: Noted.

R4-071636,Considerations for LTE UE demodulation requirement scenarios,Nokia,
Comments: 

Ericsonn agrees with many of the general aspects, but they have some questions:

Section 2. in point 3,  they mention that the test case is defined with different precoding according to ref [7]. In the last meeting they also mention that they wanted to give requirement with one tx but then in section 3 Ericsson does not see it.

In the last scenario mentioned in section 3, in case of tx div only, Ericsson would like to know what is the association between channel and antennas.
Nokia needs to verify.
Motorola would like to see the conditions not only for control channels. 

Qualcomm says that the authors listed the channel for very high doppler case. Maybe for high Doppler channel it would be better to use an other channel.

Ericsonn states that EPA5 would be useful in particular for full bandwidth feedback.

Motorola asks what happens if  10MHz are not supported?  How do we address demodulation requirements? 
Nokia, NSN has raised this point in their contribuition. We need to take into account if there are UE that for regulatory issues can not support wider bandwith.

Chairman says that the group is happy with the global idea of this paper. Maybe this can be a starting point. Maybe we need some slight modification in this document. The group will have some offline discussion and having a revised proposal.

Status: Noted.
R4-071691,High Level Principles Regarding UE Demodulation Requirements,Ericsson,
Comments: 

NTTDoCoMo support the proposal in section 4. Regarding the combining testing it will be very dangerous. If we base the requirement on tput we can not use this.

Nokia states that for section 2, we do not really need to duplicate the tests (this would not give any additional information). For the speed testing in section 3 it is not really certain that we can combine all.

Motorola asks clarification about the definition of ‘port’. What does it refer to? Rx or Tx?
Ericsonn answers that in that case it is Node B tx antenna.

For some of the test cases it can be done in a functional manner. If we have many functional test, we are not sure about the performance, we need performance requirement.  They still see the need of the requirement for PBCH.
Status: Noted.

R4-071640,Ideal simulation results for PDSCH in AWGN,Nokia,
Status: Noted

R4-071519,Simulation of MIMO correlation matrices,Research in Motion,
Comment: Offline discussions on these issues. 

Status: Noted


R4-071757
Discussion on specifying the correlation for MIMO correlation matrices (Agilent Technologies)
Comments: Presented in the ad hoc

Status: Noted.

R4-071662,Considerations on FDD LTE PDSCH simulation assumptions,Ericsson,
Summary:
It is proposed to base further simulations for PDSCH on LTE coding and HARQ operation, as RAN1 details in these areas are available.

Gains for SFBC over SIMO are constrained to scenarios with light dispersion, slow fading and small frequency allocation. It is therefore proposed that tests to secure SFBC performance in general can therefore be set using the corresponding SIMO requirements, with a few additional tests using scenarios tailored to test SFBC.

Gains for SU-MIMO 2x2, with precoding feedback, over MIMO without precoding feedback are constrained to the single stream scenario. To ensure correct PMI selection in the UE, it is proposed that this testcase is prioritized. Tests for dual stream with precoding feedback are of less importance and could maybe be specified by reusing requirements with fixed precoding. 

It is proposed that the precoding feedback update rate used in RAN4 tests should be based on a working assumption of once every ms.

It is proposed that further simulations for 64-QAM PDSCH should use the optimal RV-sequence (0,1,2,3).

The details of the simulation assumptions need to be altered to make room for the synchronization channel.

It could be considered to use a model of BS EVM, for tests at higher SNRs.
Comments:

Motorola says that in section 3 there is no much gain between SIMO and tx diversity. In the EVA however there are gains. 

Ericsonn says that for SFBC test, probably the best think to do is to limit the bandwidth.
Nokia, NSN says that the group needs to select properly the scenario, because the SFBC decoding needs to be properly achieved. 
For the update rate, they agree that the minimum time interval needs to be tested. They asked what the transport size in RAN 1 is.  For the TX EVM it was already a good point
Qualcomm asks what the receiver in figure 3 is.
Ericsonn answers that it is an MMSE type of receiver.

Texas Instruments asks why in Figure 2 SIMO is better than SFBC, is it because of simulation noise or is it real?

Status: Noted

R4-071663,Revised LTE FDD PDSCH simulation assumptions,Ericsson,
Summary:  PDSCH simulation performance: 

1.
Full allocation with 64QAM modulation at high geometry, code rate 5/6, to be tested for all bandwidths.

2.
Single RB allocation with QPSK modulation, code rate 1/3, to be tested for all bandwidths.

3.
A range of MCSs to tested for one bandwidth only, e.g. 10 MHz.
They give a way forward for SIMO, SU-MIMO SFBC and SU-MIMO spatial multiplexing.

Comments:

Motorola likes the way forward. There is a problem of terminology: in the specification they use transmit diversity. The group needs to discuss further the combinations. In section 3.3.1 we should consider also the high speed train. For the single layer with precoding feedbacks, if we have 1ms update rate, we should consider the possibility to use for example EVA 70.

Status: Noted.
R4-071674,TP 36.803: High speed scenario,Ericsson,
Summary: Agreement in the past meeting that a more general high speed scenario was needed as well.They proposed the  text proposal for high speed channel model to be included in TR 36.803.

Comments:
Nokia, NSN says that in table B.2.2.5-B.2.2.7 some changes need to be done.
Vodafone asks if  350km is the maximum, or medium speed. Do we need to fix the Doppler and consequently the speed or the contrary?
Ericsonn says that we decided to fix the doppler and refer everything to the high bandwidth. 
Status: revised in 1733. 

R4-071733
TP 36.803: High speed scenario (Ericsson), 
Status: Approved.

R4-071675,TP 36.803: High speed train model,Ericsson,
Status: Noted
R4-071668,PDSCH simulation results,Ericsson,
Status: revised in 1793
R4-071793
PDSCH simulation results (Ericsson)

Comments: None

Status: Noted

R4-071706,Simulation results for LTE PDSCH performance,Fujitsu,
Status: Noted
R4-071543,Additional Ideal Unicast Simulation Performance Results for LTE 1x2 UE demodulation,InterDigital,
Status: Noted.
R4-071555,Simulation results for PDSCH demodulation performance of 1x2 MRC and single/dual stream 2x2 SU-MIMO LTE UE receivers with R6 and LTE coding chains,LG Electronics,
Status: Noted

R4-071715,PDSCH MIMO transmit diversity results,Motorola,
Status: Noted

R4-071716,PDSCH MIMO spatial multiplexing results,Motorola,
Status: Noted
R4-071714,PDSCH SIMO simulation results,Motorola,
Status: Noted
R4-071581,Ideal PDSCH simulations results for 2Tx2Rx  SFBC,NEC,
Status: Noted
R4-071582,Ideal PDSCH simulations results for 2Tx2Rx Preceding with dual code word and no feedback,NEC,
Status: Withdrawn
R4-071583,Ideal PDSCH simulations results for 2Tx2Rx Preceding with single code word ,NEC,
Status: Noted
R4-071584,Ideal PDSCH simulations results for 2Tx2Rx Preceding with dual code word ,NEC,
Status: Withdrawn
R4-071579,Ideal PDSCH simulations results for 1Tx2Rx with Rel-7 coding chain,NEC,
Status: Noted

R4-071580,Ideal PDSCH simulations results for 1Tx2Rx with Rel-8 coding chain,NEC,
Status: Noted

R4-071637,Simulation results for PDSCH (2x2 with fixed precoding),Nokia,
Status: Noted

R4-071638,Simulation results for PDSCH (2x2 with adaptive precoding),Nokia,
Status: Noted

R4-071639,Simulation results for PDSCH  (1x2),Nokia,
Status: Noted

R4-071588,LTE DL Simulation Results for SU-MIMO (1 stream, SFBC),NTT DoCoMo,
Status: Noted

R4-071589,LTE DL Simulation Results for SU-MIMO (2 streams),NTT DoCoMo,
Status: Noted

R4-071587,LTE DL Simulation Results for SIMO,NTT DoCoMo,
Status: Noted

R4-071717,LTE UE demodulation performance simulation results for SIMO.,NXP,
Status: Noted

R4-071613,Ideal Simulation Results of DL PDSCH for SIMO,Panasonic,
Status: Noted

R4-071628,LTE SFBC PDSCH Demodulation Link Performance,Qualcomm Europe,
Status: Noted

R4-071629,LTE MIMO PDSCH Demodulation Link Performance,Qualcomm Europe,
Status: Noted

R4-071627,LTE SIMO PDSCH Demodulation Link Performance,Qualcomm Europe,
Status: Noted

General comments 

Motorola: In OFDM  the CP does not change the transmission power or the bandwidth. It does in the calculation of the Es. 

The calculation per sub-frame should include the presence of the CP. This makes a difference of 3dB. We should define what we consider as Es/No
Qualcomm states that the convention that was used was without considering the CP. 

R4-071603,TS36.101 (UE Radio transmission and reception template),Motorola,
Comments: 
Motorola: the templates follows the 25.101.

Nokia asks in section 8 what the intended way forward is. 

Motorola says that in the currect TR we do not have a lot of text in this part, probably we will re-write these sections. This is just a template to capture the decisions. 

Chairman asks to clarify the differences with the current TR?

Motorola: no difference. The headers are exactly from the TR.

Nokia suggest to have a requirement dependend on the frequency bandwidth so maybe it is better to change the table.

Motorola is not proposing anything, but only taking the headers from the TR.

Status: Noted

R4-071604,TS36.101 Proposed text for section 4 and 5,Motorola,
Comments: 
AT&T suggests to introduce a new row for section 5.2 in table 5.2.1 for band 12 and 13 and to add the frequency range.
Motorola says that they want to include only the text in the TR in order to limit the discussions, but they agreed that it can be added.

Ericsonn says that when we arrive in the part of UMTS 700 with CRs than we can propose new text proposal, it is not under change control yet.

Status: Agreed.

R4-071605,TS36.101 Proposed text for section 6 (Tx characteristics),Motorola,
Comments: 
Ericsson would like to see tbd for all the UE requirements.
Motorola understands the concern, but they suggest that maybe we can put the number of the TR even if they are not agreed, maybe with a note that explains that they are not agreed. In that case we will have only one document to look at. Maybe we can put the number in square brakets.
Nokia agrees with the view of Motorola. By putting the numbers in the square brakets everybody knows that the discussion has already started and what is the starting point.

Ericsson states that this was the reason to do the TR. But for the specification it would be better to have numbers that are first agreed.

They want to see tbd for the numbers that are not agreed and all the numbers in the squared brakets can be find in the TR.

Motorola suggests to have offline discussions at least to agree on some numbers. For the requirements where the companies have some concerns we should use tbd.

T-mobile and NEC agrees with Motorola.

Vodafone agrees with Ericsonn.
Chairman: it would be good to discuss how to keep the two documents updated in parallel. Once the TR parts will be agreed than it will be copied into the TS.
Motorola asks if companies are happy with the format, they welcome contributions for the content in the next meeting.
A Basic agreement has been reached that the proposal is at the starting point, but before going on, how to maintain the TR and the TS needs to be clarified.

Vodafone has some comments on the MPR (not solid line as in the TR ) and on the ACLR (the value is different). It should be better to explain where the requirement comes from.
Treated in the ad-hoc: The TP in 1760

Status: Noted
R4-071606,TS36.101 Proposed text for section 7 (Rx  characteristics),Motorola,
Comments: 
Vodafone asks what  the requirement is for 16QAM
Motorola says that in order to avoid a long discussion he copied what we had in the TR. 

Nokia says that in most cases it does not improve the covering of the specification the fact of doing the requirement for different band or modulation. The goal is to give the noise figure, and this does not change for different modulations. In the case of HOM we are combining rx EVM and noise figure.  For the maximum input level, they are proposed to use the highest modulation and the lowest coding so that both the requirements can be tested.
Chairman’s understanding is that these kinds of discussions must have been taken place for the TR. 

Moreover the TDD part needs to be captured in this TS.
Motorola says that if the group agrees to put the numbers, than it would be useful to add the TDD. But if the group does not agree on that, than this will be introduced only in the TR.

Proposal by Motorola: Put everything as TBD and then if there is some agreement before the end of the meeting we will change those tbd in numbers. 

Treated in adhoc: TP in 1760

Status: Noted
R4-071607,TS36.101 Proposed text for section 8 (Performance requirement),Motorola,
Comments:
Ericsson wants to remove the last sentence in section  8.1.1.2. They would like to remove to the reference to the tdoc numbers.

Need revisions
Treated in adhoc: TP in 1760
Status: Noted

R4-071608,TS36.101 Proposed text for Annex,Motorola, 

Status: withdrawn and put in 1607.


R4-071609,TS36.101 Proposed text for remain sections,Motorola, 

Status: withdrawn and put in 1607.
R4-071760
TR 36.803 v0.6.0 (Motorola) 

Comments: 

For the EVM section Ericsson would like to keep the brackets at least for this version.
Qualcomm is surprised that the measurement errors are included in the TR, the recommendation is to leave this part to RAN5.

Nokia states that they copied something from the BS where it seemed to be acceptable. 

Motorola revises the document according to the comments.
Status:revised in 1779
R4-071779
TR 36.803 v0.6.0 (Motorola) 
Status: Approved.

R4-071788
TR 36.803 v0.7.0 (Motorola)

Comments: 
We need further considerations for the TDD side in the next meeting. 
Status: Agreed.
R4-071797
PDSCH results summary (Ericsson)

Comments:

More simulations will be done for the next meeting, the final requirements will be given in the next meeting.

Status: Noted
R4-071789
MPR ad Hoc (Motorola)

Comments: none
Status: Noted.
R4-071790
TS 36.101 Draft (Motorola)

Comments: 

Motorola says that the document is for information for the next meeting. They did not include the EVM part. The material available for the EVM needs to be re-formatted.

Ericsson has concerns about the text.

Way forward: e-mail circulation in order to align the contribution to try to finalize in next meeting.

It would be better to present text proposal for the whole section an not for single part.

Status: Noted

R4-071799
Minutes on UE demodulation performance (Motorola)

Comments: None

Status: Agreed

R4-071800
Agreed UE Demodulation simulation assumptions (Motorola)
Comments: None

Status: Agreed

R4-071796
Clarification of Tx EVM model for demodulation simulations (Ericsson)
Comments: None

Status: revised in 1814
R4-071814
Clarification of Tx EVM model for demodulation simulations (Ericsson)

Comments: Typo corrections

Status: Noted

6.2.3 BS Requirements
R4-071810
Text Proposal for 36.803 (Ericsson)

Comments: We will take it in the next meeting. NEC needs some time to check.
Status: Noted.  

R4-071708,TR 36.804 V0.7.1 (2007-10),Ericsson,

Comments: None

Status: Approved.

R4-071709,TS 36.104 V0.0.2 (2007-10),Ericsson,
Comments: None

Status: Approved.

R4-071651,TP for TR 36.804 on channel numbering,Ericsson,
Comments: 
Nokia,NSN says that it is mentioned that channel numbers are on 15 bits and ask if we need to inform RAN 2 and RAN 3.
Ericsson does not know the status, moreover they note that for TDD there is only one frequency and this can be confusing. They suggest to add a note saying that the frequency is the same. Moreover ERFCN is left to remember that we need to discuss.

Not all the numbers in the rasters are valide numbers. This table is describing a subset of the numbers that are valid. In this table there are already some numbers that are not valid. The total number of signalling bits need to be revised because we do not have all the possibility because not all the bands are possible.

Chairman says that when we conclude something on the bit length it would be better to share this information with RAN 2 and RAN 3.

Status: revised in 1738.  

R4-071738
TP for TR 36.804 on channel numbering (Ericsson).
Status: Approved.

R4-071538,Reference points and test ports for E-UTRA RF tests,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments:
Ericsson has prposed a similar text proposal for the transmitter. They have a sightly different wording for the multiple transmit antenna.

Status: revised in 1739.

R4-071739
Reference points and test ports for E-UTRA RF tests (Nokia Siemens Networks).
Comments: None.
Status: Approved
R4-071681,TP 36.104: General (6.1),Ericsson,
Comments:

Nokia,NSN agree on the proposal by Ericsonn: single receive transmitted antenna. There are some CEPT groups where there are considering technical conditions for future. These are based on EIRP limit and not on conductive measurements. The text proposal will not be contractidding.

Alcatel-Lucent says that Tx diversity in MIMO is different because it will be applicable to each antenna port. They have soeme editorial comment on the phrasing of 2nd anntenna. 
Status: Agreed.
R4-071532,E-UTRA TDD BS Spurious Emission for Coexistence & Text Proposal to TR36.804,IPWireless, CATT,
Comments: 
Ericsson gives some editorial comments on the requirements. We should probably add some note in the corresponsing requirement for the coupling loss for example. These will be taken offline, otherwise they are happy with the proposal.

Status: revised in 1741.

R4-071741
E-UTRA TDD BS Spurious Emission for Coexistence & Text Proposal to TR36.804 (IPWireless, CATT) 
Status: Approved
R4-071676,TP 36.804: Co-existence and Co-location of base stations,Ericsson,
Status: Noted
R4-071537,On lower limits for E-UTRA BS ACLR,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments:
Ericsonn asks why we should have a limit. In UTRA we do not have it and it works. The limit of 45dB ALCR for BS with high power overfits the EVM. With this proposal of absolute limit in the ACLR you will relax the limit for certain base station. Ericsson is against using the absolute limit, their preference is the relative limit.

Chairman asks for some justifications. 

NSN says that for coexistence what matters is the interference power w.r.t to the victim. They agreed with Ericsonn that the requirement converted to certain band would not be suitable. For the coexistence we do not need additional simulations for lower band.

Qualcomm’s comment is in line with Ericsson. At the end what matters is the interference but statistically the base station power will be low. It is diffucult to give a justification that the actul BS power will be lower, but we need to keep it in mind. 

NSN says that the document is limited to wide area BS, they do only consider macro base station for LTE, the relaxation is limited to BS.

Chairman says that this is a text for the TR, so it will be better to capture all these information in the TR.

Further discussions are needed.
Status: Noted
R4-071536,TP for 36.804  BS ACLR2,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Summary:

The authors propose to specify ACLR2 of 45dB for the cases where ACLR1 is specified in order to cover the out of band domain completely for the following reasons:

•
45dB ACLR2 is tentatively agreed by RAN4.

•
The "integrated" ACLR from SEM is less than 45dB in some cases. As this is less than ACLR1 it will impact co-existence, for consistency we shall consequently specify ACLR2 for the cases where ACLR1 is specified.

•
Spectrum emission mask may not be mandatory in some regions, for this case we definitely need the ACLR2 otherwise parts of the OOB domain remain uncovered.

The proposal is to use 45dB for ACLR2 as working assumption
Comments:

Ericsson says thay the text proposal presented by Ericsson does not have any conflict with the NSN proposal.

Status: Agreed
R4-071678,TP 36.804: ACLR for the 2nd adjacent channel,Ericsson,

Comments: the text proposal presented by Ericsson does not have any conflict with the NSN proposal.

Status: Agreed

General comment: The group agree on the content of the two proposals in 1536 and 1678. The rapporteur is going to merge the differences.

R4-071683,TP 36.104: ACLR (6.6.2),Ericsson,
Comments:

NSN states that the ACLR for unpaired spectrum needs to be incorporated. Maybe we can wait for the decision on the cut off limit as well.
If we follow the same approach as for the UE we should have all the requirements as tbd.
Chairman says that the intention is to check at the end if the TS can be approved or not.

Motorola says that this is a text proposal for 36.104. We have a different way of working for BS where the different sections are proposed separately, but it would be better to put everything together in order to review the interconnection between the requirements.

Ericsson wants to combine the TSs. They have only proposed TP for the part where there was consensus.

Motorola needs clarificlations on the square filtering. 

Alcatel-Lucent says that the filter is not defined as a multiple of resource blocks, so we need to take into account the DC. 

The table for the ACLR requirement is becoming too squeezed and it is not understandanble. It would be useful to have a more simple table.

Ericsson says that below the table there is the definition of the square in the table, but they understand that it is a little bit cryptical. For each requirement it can be stated more clearly the conditions.

Alcatel-Lucent: In the table, do you have ACLR requirement when you are operating in 5Mhz and the adjacent is 10MHz. In the original table it is clear that we are not specifying it but in the Ericsson table this is not clear. 

NEC outlines a typo in the 6.6.2-1. 

Status: revised in 1742.

R4-071742
TP 36.104: ACLR (6.6.2) (Ericsson).
Status: Noted
R4-071685,TP 36.104: Transmitter spurious emissions (6.6.4),Ericsson,
Comments: 
NSN says that in section 6.6.4.2 they have difficulties to understand why the last sentence is needed.

Ericsonn agrees that maybe it is redundant but it was already present in the TR. They will have offline discussions to see if necessary. They suggest to delete the local area and use oly wide area.

Motorola asks if  the note is informative or normative.
Ericsonn replies that if it is in a table than it should be normative. In the other places it is informative.
Motorola says that so far the requirement covers only FDD and not TDD and they ask if TDD will be a separate part. 

Ericsonn says that they should not be separate. 

Alcatel-Lucent asks clarifications on the terminology used in table 6.6.4.2.1.
Ericsonn replies that the definitions are in the symbol definition in the template, in doc 1709.
Status: revised in 1743.

R4-071743
TP 36.104: Transmitter spurious emissions (6.6.4) (Ericsson) 

Status: Noted

R4-071682,TP 36.104: Unwanted emissions (6.6),Ericsson,
Summary: Introductory text for the subclause for four requirements: Adjacent Channel Leakage power ratio (ACLR), Operating band unwanted emissions, Spurious emissions, Occupied bandwidth.
Comments: 
Motorola would like to know how Ericsson defines the unwanted emission. Do we need to address the requirement for some bands in different regions?
Ericsson says that we would need to add that there are bands that are not based on the block assigned to the operator only. They are not sure if this will change something. 

Motorola says that we need to add the requirement of OOB for band in US, but the formaulation here is correct.

Ericsonn says that in the unwanted emission we should add a fifth point.

Chairman says that maybe we need to incorporate these requirements in all the sections.

Status: Noted
R4-071684,TP 36.104: Operating band unwanted emissions (6.6.3),Ericsson,
Comments:
Alcatel-Lucent says that the definition of symbol F_Offset_MAX as extreme value is not appropriate.

Ericsson says that the reason is that it is the extreme value, either the maximum and the minimum, but since it is an offset, it should be positive and so it should be the max.

Alcatel-Lucent asks clarifications on how to apply this to the case of multi carriers (MC). 

Ericsson ass if Alcatel Lucent is referring to the case when the MC are not consecutive
Vodafone asks if we need to define what is the adjacent bandwidth is in the spec.
Ericsonn says that we have not used before, so maybe it is better to make very clear what we mean.

NSN says that the current coverage between low band and high band must be improved.
Status: revised in 1744.

R4-071744
TP 36.104: Operating band unwanted emissions (6.6.3) (Ericsson)
Status: Noted
R4-071686,TP 36.104: Tx Intermodulation (6.7),Ericsson,
Comments:

Motorola says that we are considering an unwanted signal and the interference signal received in the antenna port and asks if this is done with one carrier at a time. In a MC solution this is not really addressing the problem of transmitter spurious, because in this case everything is mixed with the wanted signal, so in this case Ericsson is not testing a realistic scenarios. The text is saying that the requirement applies for single and multi carriers. In the case of MC, you first need to transmit the spurious and then checking, otherwise you are not testing the superposition of all the spurious over the wanted signal.
Ericsson says that it is done on a signle carrier basis, but it considers the max bandwidth.
NSN asks if the intermodulation tests consider the case when we have MC and intermodulation products generated by the spurious.
Motorola disagree: if you want to test intermodulation test for multicarrier you have to switch on the multicarrier.

Nortel says that the MC is tested by the transmitter intermodulation. We have to have the combination of all the signals. They ask how may combinations we need to test.
Motorola says that they are not proposing to test all the combination
Offline discussion.

Status: revised in 1745.
R4-071745
TP 36.104: Tx Intermodulation (6.7) (Ericsson) 
Status: Noted
R4-071575,Some receiver characteristics for E-UTRA BS of Frame structure type 2,CATT,
Comments:
Ericsonn asks if  for FRC 10 and 11 the values are are based on 5dB noise figure. They see some difference of 1.5, 1.6.

Catt says that it is based on this noise figure.

Some offline discussions are needed.

Status: revised into 1751
R4-071751
Some receiver characteristics for E-UTRA BS of Frame structure type 2 (CATT).
Comments: 
Motorola asks if we need to comply with the requirement for both FDD and TDD (The tput will be the same)
Ericsonn says that it depends on how we define the tput, we need to define the tput in a way that it can be matched.

Status: Approved.
R4-071539,E-UTRA FDD BS general receiver requirements,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Status: revised in 1740.

R4-071740
E-UTRA FDD BS general receiver requirements (Nokia Siemens Networks). 
Status: Approved.

R4-071688,E-UTRA BS noise figure,Ericsson, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-071522,E-UTRA FDD BS Reference sensitivity level,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Summary: Text proposal for TS. 
Comments:
Motorola asks how the 25RB will be applied for 1.4 MHz channel bandwidth and for 3MHz.
NSN says that for the 1.4MHZ you use the the maximum amount of RBs. 

Motorola asks if the numbers are treated by using a sum or average or something else.
NSN says that for the cases of 10 15 and 20 MHz you will have a multiple requirement as in the note. For each of them you will need to meet the requirement in terms of tput.

Alcatel-Lucent says that it is not clear on how it will be tested. This requirement shall be met in consecutive application of FRC 3, i.e for the 10MHZ  you actually do 2 tests, one for the low 25RB and one for the high 25 RB and the test must be passed for each. In the case of lower band you use all the RBs. This is not clear. They would like to improve the text to make it more clear.
NSN says that this has been discussed in the technical report. The test applies here for a single 25 RB.
Motorola says that it was clear that we think that the content of the TR directly applies to the TS. When you come to the narrowband spec, Which 25RB do we need to use? the low 25RB or high 25RB?

Ericsonn says that er need to define what is ment by reference sensitivity, in the text we miss the definition of tput and max tput in the annex.

Status: Noted

R4-071560,On open issues for E-UTRA base station reference sensitivity level,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comment: 
NSN comments that they consider the real CHEST but all the other RF impairments are included in the 2dB margin.

Ericsonn says that they have few other papers related  but with slightly different results. (Related documents 1650-1680)

Status: Revised to 1755
R4-071755 On open issues for E-UTRA base station reference sensitivity level (Nokia Siemens Networks)

Status: Noted 

R4-071680,Implementation margin for LTE BS RF requirements,Ericsson,
Comment: 

Ericsson in this contribution propose 2.5dB margin.
NSN asks  what the justification of this proposal is. This value is for QPSK and it seems to be a little be high.

Ericsson can agree on a compromise.
Vodafone asks what the sensitivity is when you have 2 receive antennas.
NSN says that the sensitivity test is applied to single antenna rx port. NSN have a contribution to clarify how it was applied.

Motorola says that we need to re-think on the implementation margin to lower it.

Need more offline discussion about tdocs 1560 and 1680.
Status: Noted

R4-071650,TP for updating FRC definitions for reference sensitivity in 36.804,Ericsson,
Comments: 

NSN agrees on the changes of the FRC. However they are still checking results and for the moment they can not accept the the proposal
Qualcomm asks to remind if the noise figure was 5dB.
Ericsonn says that this is what it is used in general.

Motorola says that in WiMax they use a much thigther noise figure and ask the reason to use 5dB.

Ericosnn suggests to look at the related LS where delegates can find some information on that.
Motorola asks how the sensitivity level test is applied.
Ericsonn says that for each test you have to fulfil the requirement for all cases, but we need to make it clear.

Status: Revised in 1773
R4-071773
TP for updating FRC definitions for reference sensitivity in 36.804 (Ericsson)

Status: Agreed.

R4-071711,Proposal for eNB in-channel selectivity requirement,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: 
Qualcomm says that the partitioning between the wanted signal and the interference is questionable. 

They proposed -13 dB for an equivalent requirement and here it is -25dB. Here they do not take into consideration the fact the there is a power rise because of the UE.

NSN says that the partitioning of the wanted and interference needs revision, they need offline discussion. For the signal configuration there will be some noise rise due to the UE. You will be able to build test equipment that are much lower than the max ones. In a product the impairments will sum and the comment is right. Need offline discussion.

Ericsonn says that the values may need to be considered further again. 

Powewave asks why the interference signal is not compensated in the same way as the wanted signal.
NSN says that they have assumed that there is only the ideal SNR and they have not added any implementation margin. They ask if Powerwave is proposing to add a margin to the interference. Note that ydB in this table is because of the implementation margin.

Ericsonn says that there is not implementation margin in the interference because the value is relative to the noise floor. 
Status: revised in 1762. 

R4-071762
Proposal for eNB in-channel selectivity requirement (Nokia Siemens Networks),
Comments: None

Status: Approved
R4-071724,On definition of E-UTRA base station in-channel selectivity  measurement channels,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: revised in 1763.
R4-071763
On definition of E-UTRA base station in-channel selectivity  measurement channels (Nokia Siemens Networks)

Status: Agreed.
R4-071523,E-UTRA FDD BS Adjacent channel selectivity and narrow band blocking,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: 
Ericsonn needs to revise the wording. The same statement on the requirement to meet 95% of the tput shall be used so that all the requirements will be clear.
Alcatel-Lucent says that in 7.4.2 for the 1.4Mhz the wanted signal is 11dB from the reference sensitivity but for the 5M it is 6dB above the reference sensitivity. The 1.4 has 6dB lower sensitivity w.r.t the 5MH, so he expects that the same offset needs to be applied to the wanted power.

Status: Noted
R4-071524,E-UTRA FDD BS Blocking,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: 

Motorola asks to point out the differences between this and the TR.
NSN says that the text proposals is based on the agreement written in the TR there are just some phrasing differences.

Ericsonn says that maybe the table can be written in a more compact format as Motorola was suggesting.
Status: Noted.

R4-071710,AWGN interference levels within the dynamic range requirement,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: 
Qualcomm asks if we  really need such kind of requirement for the receiver.
NTTDoCoMo asks if  NSN considers the uplink power control error
NSN says that they need to check. NSN has updated the power control algorithm but probably does not match exactly the latest RAN 1 progresses.

Satus: Noted

R4-071525,E-UTRA FDD BS Dynamic range,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments:

Ericsonn says that the they need some offline discussion on the wording.

Status: Noted

R4-071679,LTE BS Rx dynamic range,Ericsson,
Comments:
Ericsson says that they need further modification work in the document. The modifications proposed here are the outcome of agreements and there will be a text proposal.
Status: Noted
R4-071561,On open issues for E-UTRA base station dynamic range requirement,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: 
The implementation margin are acceptable but NSN needs to provide a text proposal.
Status: Revised to 1756
R4-071756
On open issues for E-UTRA base station dynamic range requirement (Nokia Siemens Networks)

Status: Approved
R4-071526,E-UTRA FDD BS Receiver intermodulation,Nokia Siemens Networks ,
Comments: Starting point for discussion.  
Status: Noted 

R4-071626,LTE Impact of channel estimation noise on EVM,Qualcomm Europe, 
Status: Widthdrawn

R4-071677,TP 36.804: Rx Spurious emissions,Ericsson,
Comments: 
Motorola asks why the rx spurious emission must be relaxed when you have a common antenna.

If you have separate antenna connector than we can divide them, if you do not have separate connectors, than you can not verify the rx spurious emission.

Ericsson says that the rx spurious emission are still applicable.

Motorola says that for the TDD the test this can be done.

Ericsonn agrees with that, when writing the paper Ericssonn was thinking about the FDD, maybe it should be reworded.

Motorola asks why Ericsson in the document is using sometimes 2.5Mhz and sometimes 10MHz?

Ericsson will discuss it offline.
Alcatel-Lucent says that in table 7.7.1, the second line, we need to be clarify what do you mean by “used by the base station” .
Agilent says that for the RX and TX separation, you can do frequency selective measurement.

Status: revised to 1746.
R4-071746
TP 36.804: Rx Spurious emissions (Ericsson) 

Powerwave asks why the note refers to the BS.  (“transmitted by the BS” this was the comment by Alcatel_Lucent.)

Alcatel-Lucent: repeate his comment, agree on the proposal.

Status: Approved.

R4-071687,TP 36.104: Rx spurious emissions (7.6),Ericsson,
Status: revised in 1747.
R4-071747
TP 36.104: Rx spurious emissions (7.6) (Ericsson), 
Status: Noted
R4-071642,LTE BS EVM,Ericsson,

Comment:

Agilent has some concerns about the timing. In general it is possible to estimate the timing of the symbol and we expect the perf to be maintained over a range, and we check if the results are in the allowed limits. In the new proposal is it possible for the signal to have skwewed behaviour so that the optimal timing is centred in the optimal EVM?

Ericsson says that they cover the tolerance in the estimate and that the window is placed anywhere in the CP. With the 94% defined in the proposal the intention was not to have requirement to put exactly in the center but to allow for a offset.

Agilent says that the CP is there to muiltipath and we do not want the signal to use much of the CP. In a practical system if the demodulation is based on a symbol time, the receiver will not base its timing on the optimal EVM. That means that this is possibly not correct. They are not sure how the system will operate.

R&S asks if it would be possible that the window is outside the CP.
Ericsonn says that the intent is that the window should be within the CP,  but this needs probably to be clarified.

Qualcomm says that probably we do not need to specify it here, even if it can bias the behaviour of the BS. 
Agilent says that there is a difference between the center of the CP and of the EVM window. The rx will base its time on the symbol and not on analyszing the EVM. The results won’t be better, Agilent does not know if the receiver can take advantages of the fact the the EVM is centred or not. Probably it is better to define a measurement process that is based on a real time receiver.

NSN says that the window is not necessarily centred in the CP window. There is a coarse estimation that will be placed in the center of the window then with the energy of the impulse response of the channel you maximize this energy in the window, in that case the output will not be necessarily in the middle but it will be centered on the outcome of the maximization.  

Powewave asks if  Ericsson has any comment on what the impact of the inclusion of the filter would be.
Ericsonn says that it won’t be really relevant for the optimization since it is based on the energy. We will see an effect on the edges on the filter.

R&S asks what the difference is when you base the timing on the optimization of the energy or the optimization of the EVM.

Ericsonn says that the plot shows a flat behaviour.

Agilent repeats that the mobile will probably bases the timing on the symbol neither on the EVM nor on the max of the enrgy so probably we should change the way we are progressing. We need to find a methodology that the mobile can use. Mobile manufacturer would need to specify what a reasonable procedure can be.
NSN will have a text proposal with a summary of the EVM values proposed. The understanding is that the EVM values are from 6-8dB and not until 9dB for LTE. 
For the LTE we are always talking about the equalized EVM. So NSN suggest to use 7dB as a starting point.
Ericsonn does not agree with those numbers. They have seens simulation results of 9dB.

Need futher discussion 

Status: Noted

R4-071727
TP to 36.804 for estimation of EVM window length (Agilent Technologies)
Comments:
Ericsson says that we have to decide if it is a requirement that the window is in the center or not. In the proposal there is an accuracy of +-2dB for the test instruments. They think that we do not need to add this tolerance for the BS.
Agilent says that we can probably leave the entire issue on the testing specification. In the W-CDMA the accuracy of the testing is very small, maybe here the curve is more flat we need to take it into account. The foundamental question is what the mobile is going to do for the timing.

Ericsson says that with a sliding the window you are able to estimate the center.

NSN says that we need to understand what is the nominal timing otherwise ‘the center’ has little meaning. NSN preference is not to accept the text proposal and to have further discussion.

Status: revised n 1792
R4-071792
TP to 36.804 for estimation of EVM window length (Agilent Technologies) 

Comments: this document is related document 1798.

Motorola says that is more correct w.r.t to a mobile that does not have an EVM analyzer inside, to consider the EVM accross the channel. 

Ericsson says that it depends on how we define the middle

Status: Noted

R4-071659,Clarification of  TDD HARQ issues,Ericsson,
Comments: 
General Comment: Does it have something to do with RAN 1 (i.e frame structure). Or can we rely on the parameters given by the network?
Ericsson says that the ARQ setting is not 100% settled but we can rely on those assumptions.

IPwireless says that we need some clarifications from RAN 1

Ericsson does not think that the exact location of the return frame will be critical as far as it is before the next process.

CATT says that there is probably an error in the number of subframe in uplink and downlink

Ericsson needs to check

NSN says that for the downlink assumption they are not 100% sure. Not sure if RAN 1 have decided the numer of frames and ACK/NACK.

Status: Noted.

R4-071566,Text proposal for BS TR (36.804) on definition of performance criteria,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Status: Noted.

R4-071547,RACH demodulation performance simulation results for eNodeB,Motorola, 
Status: Withdrawn

R4-071558,Initial PRACH simulation results for ENodeB demodulation requirements,LG Electronics,
Comments:
Ericsonn asks if  the false alarm rate is it the total false alarm.
LG answers yes.

Status: Noted.

R4-071565,Ideal simulation results for PRACH,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: None
Status: Noted

R4-071591,LTE UL Simulation Results for PRACH,NTT DoCoMo,
Comments: None

Status: Noted 
R4-071632,LTE PRACH Demodulation Link Performance,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments: None

Status: Noted

R4-071654,PRACH simulation results,Ericsson,

Comments: None

Status: revised in 1815
R4-071815
PRACH simulation results (Ericsson)

Comments: None

Outcome: Noted.

R4-071657,Simulation assumptions PRACH, Ericsson,
Comments: None

Status: revised in 1657
R4-071787
Simulation assumptions PRACH (Ericsson)

Status: Revised in 1809

R4-071809
Simulation assumptions PRACH (Ericsson)

Status: Agreed

R4-071658,Updated timeplan for eNodeB demodulation requirements,Ericsson,
Comments: Discussed in the ad-Hoc.

Status: revised in 1794
R4-071794
Updated timeplan for eNodeB demodulation requirements (Ericsson)

Status: Agreed/Endorsed

R4-071546,PUCCH demodulation performance simulation results for eNodeB,Motorola,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071557,Initial PUCCH simulation results for ENodeB demodulation requirements with 2 and 4 receive diversity,LG Electronics,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071564,Ideal simulation results for PUCCH,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071631,LTE PUCCH Demodulation Link Performance,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments: None

Status: Noted

R4-071653,PUCCH simulation results,Ericsson, 
Status: withdrawn

R4-071655,Simulation assumptions PUSCH,Ericsson,
Comments: Nokia, NSN has also a document 1562.

Status: revised in 1785
R4-071785
Simulation assumptions PUSCH (Ericsson)

Comments: None

Status: Agreed.

R4-071562,On open issues for E-UTRA base station demodulation performance requirements,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: 
Document from Ericsson contains what we have agreed, and it contains some open issues.

The document of Nokia contains a proposal for the open issue.

NSN  suggests to have e-mail circulations in the reflector.

NTTDoCoMo suggests to have discussion in the ad hoc session.
Status: Noted
R4-071656,Simulation assumptions PUCCH,Ericsson,
Comments: The document will be considered in the ad hoc session
Status: revised in 1786
R4-071786
Simulation assumptions PUCCH (Ericsson)

Comments: None

Status: Agreed.

R4-071545,PUSCH demodulation performance simulation results for eNodeB,Motorola,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071556,Simulation results for ENodeB PUSCH demodulation performance with 2 and 4 receive diversity ,LG Electronics,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071563,Ideal simulation results for PUSCH,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071590,LTE UL Simulation Results for PUSCH,NTT DoCoMo,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071630,LTE PUSCH Demodulation Link Performance,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071652,PUSCH simulation results,Ericsson,
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071730
PUSCH simulation results summary (Ericsson)

Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071577,3GPP TS 36.113 V0.0.1 (2007-10),Alcatel-Lucent,
Comments: 

Ericsonn says that most of the EMC requirement are not technology dependent, maybe we should only document the E-UTRA specific.

NSN says that in section 5, we need to carefully look if the tput and bLER are the correct measure of performance.

Status: Noted.

R4-071758
Ad hoc minutes: LTE BS RF requirement (Ericsson)
Comments: None

Status: Noted
R4-071754
Lower limit for E-UTRA BS ACLR (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network)

Comments: Discussed in the ad-hoc
Status: Approved
R4-071765
eNodeB demodulation performance Wednesday ad-hoc minutes (Ericsson)
Comments: 

NTTDoCoMo and Qualcomm need to discuss further.
Chairman says that the content is correct but we will need some other technical discussion in this area.

Status: Noted.

R4-071784
Additional PUCCH and PRACH simulation assumptions (Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Network, Motorola, LGE)

Comments: None

Status: Agreed.
R4-071802
PUCCH simulation results summary (Ericsson)
Status: Noted

R4-071732
PRACH simulation results summary (Ericsson)

Status: revised in 1803.

R4-071803
PRACH simulation results summary (Ericsson)

Comments:
Ericsson is using latest results for Type 2 burst format.  

Status: revised in 1816. 
R4-071816
PRACH simulation results summary (Ericsson)

Comments: None

Outcome: Noted.

R4-071798
LTE BS EVM (Ericsson)

Comments:

Agilent agrees with the first part of the CR, not specyfing the method.  About the second point (about centering the EVM) they have concerns. The mobile will be able to determine the timing of the symbol, if the EVM is not centred the mobile will suffer from it. That’s why it is better to put it on the center of the window.

Ericsson thinks that it is beneficial to say that it is in the center of the window. Later, we need to see if it is really beneficial for the mobile. To change it they would like to see more proves.

Agilent says that when the original window table was created, the assumption was that it would have been centred to the distribution center of the EVM. Maybe we do not need to change it.

R&S agrees with Agilent. We do not need to rush on something during this meeting.They add that it would be useful for ran5 to know how the values have been obtained.

Status: Noted
R4-071781
TR 36.804 v.0.8.0 (2007-10) (Ericsson)
Comments: None

Status: Agreed.

R4-071782
TS 36.104 v 0.1.0 (2007-10) (Ericsson)
Comments: None

Status: Agreed.

R4-071804
TS 36.104 combined unapproved Text Proposal (Rapporteur)

Ericsson: It contains all the things that we have not been approved in the meeting.

Status: Noted.
6.2.4 RRM Requirements

(Related LS in: 1728, 1569, 1472.)
R4-071598,Out of service detection in idle mode,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Status: Withdrawn

R4-071696,Measurement Requirements in Active Mode DRX,Ericsson,
Comments: 
Motorola agrees that we need to enable efficient UE implementation, it is a good starting point, there is a number of assumptions that maybe are not realistic, for example that the cost of measurement cells does not necessarily means that you save power.
The proposal is very similar to something that is already present in idle mode, but there there is an absolute level to compare with.

They see potential problems with cell search, if we want to look at power comsumpiton we need to look at the cell search.

Ericsson says that the approach is similar to the one ised in DRX and idle mode. 

The cell identification must be considered, so they suppose the use the same method for the cell identification where you have already a certain set of cells. It is more important to identify cell faster than with high intensity.
Motorola asks what the advantages of this relative measurement between cell w.r.t the absolute measurement are.
Ericsson says that the most important part is to base the decision on relative value w.r.t to the serving cell. This method is safer.

NSN asks what type of performance we accept in DRX mode.
Vodafone says that we do not want to have a case when the downlink handover command does not reach the UE. This gives the mkinimum requirement

NSN says that if in idle mode the UE is able to receive data, then it will be able to perform the handover. So we can assume that in the DRX mode the UE will be able to do handover. This is the assumption used in RAN 2.

Motorola welcomes contributions with receiver duty cycle.

Chairman says that there are some open issues that need clarifications.

Status: Noted (discussed in the ad hoc)
R4-071553,Consideration of reading system information during RRC re-establishment,Huawei,
Comments: None
Status: Noted

R4-071693,Use Cases of UE Measurements in Mobility Scenarios,Ericsson,
Comments:
Motorola says that the initial understanding is that the RSRQ is a quality measurement but in the document it seems that it is a load measurement.

They says that 2 nodes B balancing information can give much better information about the load balancing than all the possible measurements.

Ericsson says that RSSI includes the interference and the load from your cell. This is what it matters when you want to do a load based handover. 
Motorola says that there are related work in RAN 3. 
Status: Noted.

Note: 

Intra-frequency: handover between different cells but at the same frequency.
Inter-frequency: handover between different cells on different frequencies. 
R4-071694,Analysis of RSRQ Definitions,Ericsson,
Comments:
Vodafone says that from the figure, the RS-SINR is probably better because it does not change based on the serving cell load. They are not sure that by only measuring power we can understand the cell load.

Nokia, NSN asks if Ericsson has validated the analysis in the figure 1. NSN have done some system level simulation and they have differences.
Ericsson says that this is based on simulations, they agree that they need more analyisis.

Most of the mobility decision they will not be load based. But in any case in the case of load based, this need to be taken into account.

Nortel says that we have a measure that put together the power and the load in the RSRQ measurement, it should be better to have the possibility to separate the two.

Motorola says that we need to resolve the confusion between load and quality measurement, maybe it is better to change the name.

We need to be sure that the network has the correct information, and for the moment Motorola has some concerns. We can modify the proposal of the definition and then ask RAN 1 to modify it. The measurement definition is already present. We need to reach the consensus on what the measurement is and what it is used for.

Status: Noted

R4-071593,UE measurement quantities for mobility support,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Summary: Our simulation results indicate that RSSI measurement results are quite dependent on UE measurement strategies and how well different type of traffic conditions are used in the measurements. It seems that unless we are able to define a RSSI measurement quantity that provides reasonable estimate of load situation throughout the cell area with different packet scheduling and measurement strategies, it may be rather difficult to utilise this RSSI measurement quantity for load based handover triggering e.g. between different E-UTRA frequency layers. Our results also indicate that RS SNIR is reliable measurement quantity for triggering load based handovers either. It also seems that RS SNIR would not be well suited for triggering coverage based handovers. Instead, we believe that triggering of inter-frequency load balancing handovers should be based on the network RRM algorithms and estimation methods.
Comments:

Motorola says that this is a confirmation of the results they were expecting. Figure 8 shows that the RSSI is moving too much so that this measure can not be considered reliable. RSRQ is related to RSSI so both the metric experiences similar problems.

Ericsson asks if the celles are synchronous. This has an impact in the results. In section 2.1.1 Nokia, NSN consider the RSSI mode 1 or mode 2. RSSI measurement is done on the symbol that contains the reference. In the asynchronous case what do you measure during that time? Ericsson asks if Nokia ,NSN has considered a mode 3, i.e RSSI measured over all the symbols. They ask which scheduling has been used, in particular if it is a frequency domain scheduling. If there is a frequency domain scheduling, figure 2 will show variation between mode 1 and 2. They ask also if Layer 3 filtering has been considered.
Nokia,NSN say that they consider a totally asynchronous system, by measuring symbols being in mode 1 they can measure as well the symbols that carry data.  They consider proportional fair scheduler. They did not consider mode 3, i.e measure over all the symbols because they do not consider that it is a relevant measurement. Layer 3 filtering is not used. They have considered the same load in average.

Ericsson says that for idle mode the UE does not measure all the symbols, it is not needed for idle mode, this is more relevant for connected mode.

Status: Noted.
R4-071697,Intra-Frequency RSRP Accuracies: different combination of measurement period and bandwidths,Ericsson,
Comments:
Motorola asks if they considerany L3 filter that will be applied on top of that. Motorola asks which sampling rate was used.
Ericsonn says that the sampling rate is UE implementation specific, there are vendors that samples more often. They showed that even sampling once it works. The L3 filter is very important because depending on the filter we can have a longer or shorter period.

Motorola says that if the measurement period is 50ms they will need to sample several time during this period. If we decrease the measurement period, this means that the sampling rate will increase, because in any case you need more than one sample. They would like to see some system level simulation.

Ericsonnsays that from the results in [1] in Qualcomm contribution, the UE needs to react faster so that’s why they did this contribution taking into consideration this short period. But Ericsson is fine if the period is longer.

Motorola would like to have a metric to quantify this impact.

Nokia, NSN says that it would be useful to have performance evaluation. In 1595 several simulations have been provided.

Qualcomm says that it is true that, as Motorola pointed out, if you reduce the period you need to increase the sampling rate, but in that case there will be a cost in power but no cost in accuracy.

Nokia, NSN says that here we will not achieve the same performance because of the handover.

Chairman asks what the criteria that we need to apply for the measurement period is. he asks if it is the accuracy. We should consider it in order to derive the requirement.

Ericsson says that the accuracy and the UE complexity should be reasonable, we need also to look at the network the understand if it gives some benefits. 
The main aim is that we need to filter out the fading.

Motorola says that if we need to average out the fading than it is better to increase the measurement period, otherwise it will become more fading dependent.
If you want to filter out the fading you should filter over a long time and in that case you should use the L3 filter.

Nokia, NSN: the accuracy is important but they wants to understand the complexity what it means from a system level point of view.

Status: Noted.

R4-071595,Minimum UE measurement period for UE mobility measurements,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Motorola says that this is the sort of documents that will allow the group to go on.
Status: Noted.

R4-071722,Cell re-selection and identification requirements with high and low speed mobility,Vodafone, 
Status: Withdrawn
R4-071695,Analysis of Speed Dependent Cell Reselection Requirements,Ericsson,

Summary: 

In this paper we have expressed our views regarding speed dependent scaling of parameters in idle mode. In principle we support some of the operators’ view of improving cell reselection performance with regard to speed. However, we have raised some concern regarding the speed estimation via Doppler in idle mode. Secondly we suggest that before drawing the final conclusions in this area RAN4 carries out some system level analysis to observe the impact of speed dependent scaling of several parameters associated with cell reselection.
Comments:

Chairman says that RAN 4 should take care of the measurement performance in order to maintain the connectivity.

Nokia,NSN says that RAN 2 defines reselection criteria, of it relates to performance than it is in RAN4.
Motorola says that the for the UE speed detection in idle mode, we need to understand how reliably this can be done and how interesting it can be in terms of power consumption.
Way forward: if a consensus can be reached an Ls to RAN 3 will be created.

Status: Noted.

R4-071576,Considerations on Gap Length Design for Gap-assisted E-UTRA Measurements for FS2 TDD,CATT,
Comments: 
Motorola says that reading the contribution it is not clear what it is the main system being monitored. The system scheduling gaps is a TDD system, but they would like to have a confirmation on what is the the system that is registered and the system that is monitored.

CATT says that the monitored system is the LTE TDD system based on frame structure 2. 

Ericsonn asks if this proposal is for the minimum gap length or if they are suggesting to have only 1 gap length.
Motorola says that there is an on going discussion between type 1 and 2 in RAN1 so maybe we should wait for it.
Status: Noted
R4-071594,Measurement Gaps for Inter-RAT measurements,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Summary: They proposes that the 6-ms measurement gap would be suitable for all inter-frequency and inter-RAT measurements.
Comments: 

Motorola says that they have a similar contribution that looks at some aspects in more details.

Status: Noted
R4-071633,Monitoring all 3GPP RATs using a single gap sequence,Motorola,
Summary: The initial analysis presented in the earlier sections indicates that combined monitoring of E-UTRAN inter-frequency, UTRAN and GERAN from an LTE UE is feasible from a cell detection performance perspective. Further work is required in order to identify optimal monitoring patterns, trade off gap density against detection delay, validate the E-UTRAN inter-frequency cell identification assumptions and evaluate any impact of the proposed patterns on the overall system. The possible extension of this scheme to other non-3GPP RATs also remains for further study. 

We believe that there are sufficient strengths in the combined monitoring approach for all 3GPP RATs for it to be adopted as a working assumption within RAN4 so that more detailed study and optimisations can be performed by the group.
It is possible to do inter-rat monitoring without the necessiry to have different patterns. This is very simple from a network point of view.

Comments: 
Ericsson asks how these gaps will be used by the network. If the 6ms is the minimum gap than it is in line with Ericsson. If the proposal is to limit it to 6ms than Ericsson needs more analysis. If the network wants to speed up the measurement, the only think that the network can do is to shorten the period. In the case of large number of users it will become difficult to schedule the users without overlap. Ericsson thinks that it would be useful to have also longer gaps and reduce the periodicity. Moreover, in compress mode the UE must do inter-intra frequencies in parallel. The network would like to prioritize some particular RAT. If you have a single gap than you can not prioritize some technologies, but giving certain RATs a faster measurement or slower measurement you can prioritize them or not. In that case we would need multiple patterns and different lengths.

Motorola says that the proposal is to have 1 gap length, fixed, and the gap periodicity can be adjusted. In UTRAN there is a first information that contains measurement configurations, in order to start measuring a new technology, the UE needs to receive the info about the measurement to monitor and when. In their opinion there is an eccess of flexibility that makes the test implementation and IOT complicated. The option of having only one gap will still allow the network to change the type of measurement on the fly. The network has full flexibility to choose the system to be monitored but without changing the pattern. If there are only 2 systems being monitored, the cell identification performance will be better because the patter remain the same.

Nokia, NSN says that they have the same understanding of Motorola. We need to reduce the flexibility. It would be interesting to study the possibility of having parallel measurements, this can be used for prioritization. 

Nortel says that we have not look at the non 3GPP system, maybe this proposal can preclude working with other systems. For Wimax it is not possible to have multiple of 10ms period for example. 

Motorola says that we need to know what is the impact on the network scheduler.
Nokia, NSN says that the non 3GPP issues are related to the study item and this is a work item.

Chairman asks how we can derive the requirement for Wimax, and what the open issues are.
Status: Noted
R4-071599,Text proposal on measurement gaps for Inter-frequency and Inter-RAT measurements  ,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,

Comments: need some refinements.
Status: Noted
R4-071592,Field Trial Results on Number of Identified Cells,NTT DoCoMo,
Comments: 
Motorola asks if we always need to base LTE on W-CDMA even when probably it is not appropriate. LTE is optimized for fast handoff and there is not fast handover for example.
NTTDoCoMo says that there is no LTE systems available field trials are necessary to understand. 

Ericsson agrees with NTTDoCoMo.
Status: Noted.
R4-071692,Intra-Frequency Cell Identification Results: asynchronous and synchronous,Ericsson,
Comments: 

Fujitsu asks if in the results Ericsson includes verification steps.
Ericsson says that they include, but it is algorithm-dependent.
Motorola says that the perf achievable depends on the actual code, this may need to be discussed further, if they belong to the same group the corss correlation is slightly different. This is an advice for all the contributions.

Need further considerations for the simulation assumptions.

Qualcomm asks what the assumptions on the scrambling are, it is supposed to be transparent. 
Ericsson says that it includes the scrambling. The assumption is to use synchronous (it was the working assumption). In the simulation the assumption is that there is only Unicast.

Motorola says that we should establish the right assumptions on selected code for cell identifications

Status: Noted.

R4-071596,Intra-frequency cell identification requirements and test cases,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Summary: 

•
Core requirements are agreed before finalising the test cases as the requirements in the test case need to be defined based on the agreed core requirements

•
The final figures for the core requirements are agreed once all the synchronisation sequences are agreed in RAN1. However, some working assumptions could already be made to progress the work in parallel.

•
Testability aspects are considered when developing the cell identification test cases. Thus, e.g. reporting of cells based on RSRP measurements over a given measurement period should be included to the test cases and requirements.
Comments: 

Ericsson says that the proposal in reference 4 is not valid, there are new results that need to be considered for the future results. We can agree on the geometry level for example even if RAN 1 has not finalized the decisions. There are issues that can be decided.

Way forward: we are waiting for some decisions in RAN 1. We need to prioritize the issues and ask them information.
Status: Noted
R4-071748
Intra-frequency cell identification simulation results (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks) 
Status: withdrawn
R4-071597,Intra-frequency cell identification simulation results,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Comments: 
Motorola says that one of the difficult area is to identify the worst casa cross correlation properties, this can be done only after agreement from RAN 1. 

Status: revised in 1764

R4-071764 Intra-frequency cell identification simulation results (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks)
Status: Noted.

R4-071707,Simulation results for LTE cell identification in multi cell environment,Fujitsu,
Comments: None
Status: Noted
R4-071705,Performance of Intra-Frequency cell search for LTE,Texas Instruments Inc.,
Comments: 
Nokia, NSN asks which kind of detection they considered for SCH. 

TI says that they assumed coherent detection.

Nokia, NSN asks what the performance are if some other cells with the same PSCH are present.
TI says they need to come up with the scenario and to study it.

Motorola says that coherent detection has better performance.

TI says that if the idea is to have a 0 delay between the actual signal and the interferer, this will be very bad for chest.

Motorola says that we need to make sure that it will be something that the operator can planifty.
Ericsson says that they have considered that cell 2 and cell 3 have the same synchonization sequence, cell 3 is one node B and cell1 and cell2 is an other node B. The UE can be in the middle. The worst case is when they used the same timing. They give also the simulation when they have the same sequences but they did not see too much differences.

Nokia, NSN says that ti was not clear if they considered a coherent or non coherent case in their simulation.
Status: Noted
R4-071600,Limitations for shared carrier MBSFN to support efficient UE neighbour cell measurements,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Status: revised in 1749.
R4-071749
Limitations for shared carrier MBSFN to support efficient UE nerighbour cell measurements (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network)
Comments:

Motorola does not agree on the issues listed, there is a number of problems that need to be resolved to get a design that is consistent with implementation. It has been discussed in RAN1. The potential of misalignement between the groups can be high.

Nokia,NSN need to develop further this area. 

Chairman says that we need to focus on the area related to RAN4.

Status: Noted.

R4-071701,Workplan for UTRA to  E-UTRA interworking in RAN4,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments:
Chairman suggests to look carefully at the what has been accepted in RP-070x739

Motorola suggests to minimize the number of test cases, instead of having 2 cases we should unify them into 1 when it is possible.

Status: Noted
R4-071702,Workplan for E-UTRA to  UTRA interworking in RAN4,Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments:
Motorola agrees on the proposal. 
R&S suggests to ask comments to RAN 5.

Status: Noted.

R4-071801
RRM discussion summary (Motorola)

Comments: None
Status: Agreed.
R4-071806
Proposed scenario for studying gap-assisted inter-frequency measurement performance. (Ericsson)

Summary: inter-frequency measurements are done in the gap, and they have not been defined.

Proposal for simulations . this proposes the evaluate the delay of measurement and rsrp measurement.

Comments:

Nokia, NSN aks how  we can evaluate it.  
Ericsson says that if there are other proposals they can be sent in the reflector. The outcome of this can be plug into a system level simulator to see the impact.

Motorola says that there are some technical details that they do not understand.

Nokia, NSN says that they would like to send proposal on parameters for system level.

Status: Noted. 
R4-071795
Text proposal on measurement gaps for Inter-frequency and Inter-RAT measurements   (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Status: Agreed.
6.2.5
LTE FDD Repeaters (New WI)
R4-071713,LTE repater specification items,Powerwave,
Status: revised in 1750.
R4-071750
LTE repater specification items (Powerwave) 
Comments: 
Powerwave pointed out that we would need to finish the WI in 1 year time.

The fact of having a different modulation in UL and DL, may have an impact on the formulation of the EVM. We can not rely on the UE definition itself. Contributions on what type of EVM should be used in UL are welcomed.
At the next meeting they will propose a skeleton for Text proposal. 
Status: Noted.

6.3
MBMS LCR TDD Physical Layer Enhancements

No contribution under this agenda item.
6.4
Further Improved Minimum Performance Requirements for HSDPA UE (FDD) - Two-Branch Interference Cancellation [RInImp8-2BIC] (type 3i)
R4-071614,Fixed point 3i Results,Qualcomm Europe, 
Status: withdrawn

6.5
HSDPA demodulation requirements for 16QAM and QPSK with 15-codes (New WI)
R4-071634,Proposal for fixed reference channel for 15 code reception with 16QAM/QPSK,Nokia,
Comments:

Vodafone says that we need to discuss further.

Status: Noted

R4-071544,Proposal for requirements for HSDPA demodulation for 16 QAM and QPSK with 15-codes,InterDigital,
Comments:
Ericsson agrees that the choice of the FRC setting seems reasonable.

Status: Noted.

R4-071665,UE requirements for 15 codes QSPK and 16 QAM,Ericsson,
Comments:
Nokia, NSN says that the agreed time plan needs to be considered and section 3 should be decided by the Plenary.

Ericsson says that RAN plenary did not give any guidelines on matrices, tx div, propagation model etc.

Nokia, NSN suggest to reuse the existing.

Ericsson says that we have requirement for Tx Div, but not for type 2 and type 3.

Interdigital says that we have type 2 for Hset 6.

Ericsson asks if it is considered also for OL tx Div. 

Interdigital answers negatively.
Nokia, NSN asks if we need to have requirements for OL Tx div for type 2 and type 3. It is not under the scope of 15 codes WI.

Ericsson says that if there is a hole in the spec, we do not need to kepp it. This is a new WI and needs requirements.

Nokia, NSN says that before Ericsson did not disagree about that hole.  With the current work load we cannot afford covering this hole in the specification.

Vodafone says that they do not want a delay in the approval of CR on signle link because of the enhancement.

Status: Noted.

6.6
UMTS 700 MHz   [RInImp8-UMTS700]
R4-071520,UMTS 700 MHz WI TR ,Nokia Siemens Networks ,
Comments: None

Status: Approved.

R4-071521,Revised 700 MHz frequency arrangements,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Status: revised in 1759.

R4-071759
Revised 700 MHz frequency arrangements (Nokia Siemens Networks), 

Comments: 
Qualcomm asks if it does make any sense to include block 13. The resosn for that is that between these two bands we provide some limited capabilities. If we include D into band 13 than it will be feasible.
Nokia, NSN says that D F are linked together.

Qualcomm replys that D will be in more bands, 13 would be C and D, 14 D and F.

Ericssonn says that there will be an overlap (document 1673 is a Ericsson related document). In the case C and D are in the same band you will use a single filter for C and D with the same protection and this will be quite difficult. That’s why you probably need to separate C and D, 

AT&T agrees with Ericsson. 

Alcatel-Lucent says that we need to agree to extend the WI to cover this problem. This can be further discussed in the plenary to revise the scope.
Once we agree to extend it to F, we need to come up with a refined proposal on numbering.
Status: revised in 1770
R4-071770
Revised 700 MHz frequency arrangements (Nokia Siemens Networks)

Comments: None

Outcome: Agreed

Proposal from Nokia, NSN: LS out to GERAN to inform what we are doing.
R4-071673,UMTS700 requirements for upper C and D blocks,Ericsson,
Comments: None.
Status: Noted.
R4-071533,Revised UMTS 700 MHz Work Item Description,Nokia Siemens Networks ,
Comments: None.

Status: Noted
6.7
UMTS 2300 MHz [RInImp8-UMTS2300]
No contribution under this agenda item.
6.8
Small technical improvements and enhancements (New items under Rel-8)
R4-071641,UTRA Cell identification requirements without neighbour cell list,Ericsson ,
Comments: 
Nokia, NSN says that the issues raised in this contribution have been already discussed and it was agreed to send an LS to RAN 2

Ericsson says that in Athens the analysis was not completed. In section 3, there are several stages, stage 1 is the hardest step, it is the main step that takes time, in reality it is possible to achieve the same performance with the neighbour cell list. 

Motorola says that the LS says that some implementations use the list and the design is validated and optimized for that so it is a domage to change it. This was approved, we should move forward. 

Chairman asks what the latest status in RAN 2 is. He asks if there is any discrepancy between RAN2 and RAN4.
Ericsson says that RAN2 is still discussing the LS and they will have some figure to share with RAN4. They agree that the LS has been agreed and sent, but they would like to state clearly that it would be helpful to re-open the discussion.
NTTDoCoMo agrees with Ericsson.

Nokia, NSN says that the decision in Athens is the way forward.

Motorola says that during the last meeting we have submitted a doc to the plenary, there was not objection, so it has been approved.

Status: Noted.
6.9
Work Items under responsibility of other WG
R4-071664,UE requirements for 64QAM + MIMO,Ericsson,
Comments: 
Nokia, NSN says that for CQI they do not recall any contribution or verification on 64QAM. It was discussed but they think that it was not concluded. This can be considered as a starting point.

Ericsson says that they have a separate table for 64 QAM CQI table. They neeed to look at the current test, the group needs to be sure that the UE reports the CQI in that region for 64QAM. If we are covering that range than we do not need an additional test, otherwise it is important to verify it.

Chairman says that this can be considered as an open issue. 

Status: Approved.

R4-071703,Intra frequency mobility considerations for "Enhanced UE DRX for FDD",Nokia,
Comments: Maximum DRX period should be specified first
Status: Noted

7 Study Items

7.1
Inclusion of Uplink TDOA UE positioning method in the UTRAN specifications

No contribution under this agenda item.
7.2
Home Node B
R4-071752
Reply LS on “LS on Home NodeB/eNodeB regarding localisation/authorisation“ (TSG SA WG3, S3-070834) 
Status: Withdrawn
R4-071783
Reply LS on “LS on Home NodeB/eNodeB regarding localisation/authorisation“ (TSG SA WG3, R2-073856)

Comments: 
Motorola will draft a response. RAN 4 should define which other group can answer the questions

We can say something on the 3rd question.

Status: Noted
R4-071548,3G Home NodeB Study Item Technical Report, version 0.1.0,Motorola,
Comment:

Status: Approved (proposal from motification)


R4-071549,Minutes of Home NodeB/ ENodeB Telephone Conference 4, Sept 26, 2007,Motorola,
Comments: 

KDDI asks if all home nodeB must support the adjacent channel and co-channel deployment on the same time.
Motorola It does not mean that it must be supported in the same moment.
Qualcomm: we can have co channel deployment and in the frequency close to it there is an adjacent channel deployment, but they think that it must be clarified.

The content is correct.

Outcome: Noted.

R4-071585,One operators request for Home Node B,eMobile,
Comments: 

Motorola says that the case A it is the most completely specified

Nortel says that It is not clear what it would like but they share the same whishes as eMobile.
Outcome: Noted.
R4-071622,Draft LS to RAN1,Qualcomm Europe, (Need to be treated with 1573 in 8).

Status: Withdrawn
R4-071529,Consideration for Co-channel Interference Mitigation between Home Node B and Macro Cell,Samsung,
Nortel asks if it is a a partial co-channel and if it is for UMTS or LTE. From telco the assumption is to concentrate on Home Node B. 

Samsung says that it is an improvement of the physical layer and that for LTE it will be feasible. 
Orange poined out that we should not change the UE, we should use the same mobile.

Chairman says that this is a study item and the agreement in the telconference is to concentrate on the Home Node B. If there is an impact on the physical layer of the UMTS we need to point it out. In Rel 7 it does not require any change. The poroposal in the contribution is to improve the physical layer. 
Orange says that this study item is only for Home NodeB and eHomeB within the LTE. In RAN 2 and Ran3 they are working on e-NodeB.

Chairman says that the scope of the SI is to study the Home NodeB and eHome NodeB. It is complicated if you want to discuss the radio aspects of home Node B and eHome Node B. 

T-mobile says that the RF analysis is quite similar. This document is finding solution on how to treat the interference and here the home node B and eNodeB will differ but froma a RF point of view they will be similar and we can treat them in parallel.

KDDI agrees with the chairman to concentrate on Home Node B.
Orange says that for RAN 2 and RAN 3 there is a lot to do for Home Node B, so that’s why RAN2 and RAN3 will need to work on eHome node B too.

Nortel asks if RAN 2 and RAN 3 is not working on Home Node B. Maybe  we ca do an LS to share RAN 4 view.
Motorola says that it is true that they are working most on eHome, but during this meeting there are contributions on home node B as well.

Qualcomm, for example, has some contributions in RAN2 for Home Node B. 
Chairman says that RAN 2 and RAN 3 maybe do not have anything new for Home Node B. From RAN4 prospective what we should do is to study if the deployment is feasible or not. This is the first point to be taken into account. The agreement of the group is to start with the home node B. 
Chairman says that we should concentrate on the radio aspects and moreover the group need to remember that the timeplan is December plenary.

Status: Noted.

R4-071619,Analysis of Uplink Performance under Co-channel Home NodeB-Macro Deployment,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments:
Nortel noted that normally we do not specify the scheduler behaviour. 
Qualcomm says that here they are giving some guidelines that can be beneficial for the uplink behaviour. It is not only for co-channel that you probably would need guidelines.

Motorola says that these algorithm must be common among different cells, and this requires much more scheduling. This is a high level guideline. They says that some guidelines shall be needed to cover the co-channel.

Qualcomm says that if you consider the UMTS as it is, things may not work. They show that with scheduler restrictions, it works.

Nokia, NSN says that there are modes with hSDPA hSUPA where changing the scheduler will not work. For these operation modes scheduler modifications will not helps.

Chairman says that RAN4 can consider these technologies, and asks if we need some modifications in the TR.

Qualcomm says that we can not have physical layer changes in order to have backward compatibility. We need the expertise of the people in order to change something from a network point of view. We need to do something, and we need to decide if to do it here or in RAN1.

Chairman says that maybe we can add this information in the TR 

T-mobile says that the task of ran4 is too look at the issues and look at the feasibility, after that we can start working on the solutions.

Qualcomm says that they do not want to say that with the today system you do not get anything. They want to write that there are solutions such that the system will work, this is the outcome of the study item that they would like to have.

T-mobile says that we need to establish the status and the understanding of the interference issue, in order to have common understanding of where we are and what we need to do.
KDDI says that if we do not change anything the Home node B is not feasible. If we change parameters without changing anything else we can use Home node B.

Status: Noted.

R4-071621,HNB Coexistence Scenario Evaluation ,Qualcomm Europe,
Status: Noted
R4-071554,The analysis for low limit for Home NodeB transmit power requirement,Huawei,
Summary: They propose -10dBm as the low limit of HNB transmit power.
Comments:

Qualcomm says they have argued for lower limit. When we have co-channel deployement we need to have a limit lower than that.
Huawei states that it depends if we want consider the coverage or not.

Samsung says that we should not consider the coverage.

Huaway does not agree, otherwise the limit will be meaningless.

Nortel says that maybe there is a coverage requirement in home node B.

T-Mobile says that the current signalling is insufficient to establish it.  Probably we need to do the same analysis for the other bands and for the LTE.

Nokia, NSN reminds that in the draft LS we ask if the extension to -10dB is feasible w.r.t backward compatibility. They ask if we need to keep this question. 

Huawei suggests to give RAN 2 a power range.
Motorola says that RAN 2 would prefer the value.

Status: Noted.
R4-071660,Impact of HNB with fixed output power on macro HSDPA capacity,Ericsson,
Comments: None
Status: Noted
R4-071661,Impact of HNB with controlled output power on macro HSDPA capacity,Ericsson,
Comments: 
Qualcomm asks if they see any home node B that do not see any tput because of the interference that comes from other home node B.
Ericsson says that all the simulated users are included in the distribution but the troughput is based on Shannon’s achievable rate and they did not apply any quantization. You will always get any non zero value. 
Qualcomm says that in their simulation they have seens some users that do not get any tput.

Nortel says that this is simpy due to the Shannon formula that goes asymptotically to 0. Nortel suggested to quantize Shannon’s capacity.

Status: Noted.

R4-071540,LTE Home Node B downlink simulation results with flexible Home Node B power,Nokia Siemens Networks,
Comments:

Motorola says that in Ericsson paper they made the comment that in fixed power case changing from -10 to -30 it does not change anything. Here, on the contrary there is a big difference.
Nokia, NSN says that here they considered only the impact on the macro cell, it is difficult to say if a significant portion of the users do not have any tput.

Motorolasays that if you are controlling power than you get less interference.

Qualcomm asks for the tput degradation definition.

Nokia, NSN says that the reference is the macro network without home node B without interference in the downlink only.

Status: Noted.

R4-071578,Simulation results of macro-cell and co-channel Home NodeB with power configuration and open access,Alcatel-Lucent,
Comments: 
Nortel says the results are showing that the co-channel with open acces works well. This is in alignement with Nortel’s results. 

Alcatel-Lucent says that they do not suggest any change in the standard to support that, the details are  implementation issues that can not be given.
Ericsson says that to estimate macro coverage situation you do not need to estimate the power. 

Nortel says that what the document is suggesting is that the open access home node B needs no changes and is working with fix power and no requirements are needed to adapt the power.

Alcatel-Lucent says that we need to concentrate on the things that we need to standardize. The current standard does not mandate to have a fix power. We not need to change the standard. They can do the the things described in the paper with the standard.

Motorola says that in 1552 they identify what is required, and maybe a test for the behaviour. 

Chairman says that nothing is concluded and more discussions are needed to reach an agreement.

Motorola says that two new issues have been discussed, the open home node B and the power controll, but also all the others issues are still under discussion (co-channel, adjacent, etc..). 
Status: Noted
R4-071552,Summary of Requirement Status for Home Node Study Item,Motorola,
Status: Noted.
R4-071620,TR25.820 Text Proposal ,Qualcomm Europe,

Comments: 

Nokia, NSN says that during the study item phase it was decided that the company use their own assumption. This information could be taken into account for the WI 
Qualcommsays that their goal is to show their assumptions.

Motorolasays that the TR does not contain any simulation assumption at all.  

Alcatel Lucent states that they do not have any objection in putting that in the telco draft. We need to arrive at a conclusion about common simulation assumption.

If it will be present in the TR than they accept if these are specified to be the simulation assumptions used by Qualcomm and not the simulations that need to be used by everybody. 

TMobile suggests to to put this kind of information in the Annex.

The editor of the TR will take into account the TMobile comment. The agreement is to put all the simulation assumptions in the Anenx.

Status: Agreed.
R4-071550,Text proposal for scope and introduction in TR 25.820,Motorola, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-071551,Text proposal for deployment scenarios in TR 25.820,Motorola, 
Status: withdrawn

R4-071618,Home Node B HSDPA Performance Analysis,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments: 

Alcatel-Lucent says that you can solve the problem by using scheduling, but there are also other ways to solve the problem.
Status: Noted 
R4-071617,HNB and HNB-Macro Propagation Models,Qualcomm Europe,
Comments: None
Status: Noted.
Conclusion: we had a lot of discussion on the analysis of the co-channel interference that allow to have a better understanding of the technical aspect. 

7.3
Study Items under other responsibility of other group; closed studies
R4-071530,Measurement Quantities for Mobility Measurements between LTE and Mobile WiMAX,Samsung,
Status: revised in 1766.
R4-071766
Measurement Quantities for Mobility Measurements between LTE and Mobile WiMAX (Samsung)
Ericsson says that the document must be treated in RAN 1 as well. 

Samsung suggests to include the study and the conclusions into the TR. 

Note that the study item shall be finished in December. We can add these RAN 4 information in the TR and let RAN 1 review it.
Qualcomm asks clarifications on the agreed type of measurement
Samsung says that this is their proposal for the mobility measurement quantity.
Nokia, NSN agree with Samsung that it is a study item and we can send it to RAN 1. They ask clarifications about the inter-rat interworking and in particular about the measurement definitions. 

Samsung says that they get this prosposal from the IEEE WiMAx standard.

T-Mobile says that the wording needs to be improved a lot, moreover RAN 4 does not specify the measurement in the study item. We can only identify a measurement that can be used. Also the preamble part need to be reviewd by RAN 2. This is a study item and we can not go in such details for the preamble 

Samsung agrees that maybe some phrasing is not appropriate and can be revised for the text proposal, but RAN 2 is waiting for some information. 

They propose to accept the text and revise the text.
The chairman conclusion is to draft a LS for the next meeting and verify the content.
Samsung says that different companies have already reviewed the content of the proposal and so far they did not receive any comment on that.

Motorola says that they would like to contribute in this area in the next meeting. Their proposal will be close, but they want to double check.

Nokia, NSN says that they do not want to delay the study item, it there is the possibilityt to rephrase the content, they would agree to prepare the LS to RAN 2.

Samsung agrees with nokia. 

Status: drafting session.Noted.

R4-071531,Gap Length for Mobility Measurements between LTE and Mobile WiMAX,Samsung,
Status: revised in 1767.
R4-071767
Gap Design for Mobility Measurements between LTE and Mobile WiMAX (Samsung)
Comments: 
Motorola says that they will contribute to this area, they wuld like a little bit more time.
Samsung proposes to accept the text proposal as a working assumption for further work in this area. In the next meeting they can accept comment.

Motorola accepts. 

Ericsson says that if you do not agree on the measurement we can not agree on the gap. They would like to re-discuss it in the next meeting. 

Samsung agrees that the gap design is related to the measuerement quantities. The gap is not only related to the preamble but also to other quantities. All the measurement quantities are included in the text.

Samsung pointed out that the study item has been agreed in plenary meeting #36, we have only 1 cycle meeting left. If there were companies with other views thay would have submit something before. Now we are very close to the deadline. Here they did not have any comments on the measurement quantities. 

RAN2 and RAN1 do not want to see delays on the study item.

Ericsson says that measurement quantity is one of the most important aspect.They would like to have the time to study it and come back.
Status: Noted. 
8 Liaison and output to other groups
R4-071791
Response LS on CQI reporting behavior (Ericsson)

Comments: None

Status: Approved.


R4-071573,LS on Status of Home NodeB work in RAN4,Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Comments: Need to be treated with 1622 in 7.2.

Status: revised in 1768

R4-071768
LS on Status of Home NodeB work in RAN4 (Nokia Siemens Networks)

Status: Approved.

R4-071586,Response to LS on Synchronization in Radio Access Networks,Orange,
Status: Approved.
R4-071772
LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission (Motorola)

Status: revised in 1778

R4-071778
LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission (Motorola) 

Status: Revised in 1811

R4-071811
LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission (Motorola)

Comments: Need to rephrase some part on MPR.

Status: Revised in 1813

R4-071813
LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission (Motorola)

Status: Agreed.

R4-071807 Ls on Measurement quantities for mobility measurement between LTE and mobile WiMAX (Samsung)

Comments:

Qualcomm does not feel confortable with the proposal. It is not in our scope to change what RAN 2 has done.

Chairman says that RAN 4 can do technical suggestion but RAN 2 will decide what to do.

Need other offline discussion.

Ericsson asks to rephrase the text.

Motorola suggests that RAN 2 should change the text.

Chairman: Offline discussion

Status: revised to 1812.

R4-071812, Ls on Measurement quantities for mobility measurement between LTE and mobile WiMAX (Samsung)

Status: Approved.

R4-071808
Approval LS on measurement gap design for mobility measurement between LTE and mobile WiMAX (Samsung)

Comments: None

Status: Approved.


R4-071771
Frequency arrangement in UMTS700MHz band (Nokia Siemens Network)
Status:  Approved.

9 Revision of the Work Plan
No action is taken. Work plan will be revied at the next RAN4 meeting in Novoember.
10 Future meetings
	Meeting 
	Dates
	Place

	3GPPRAN4
45
	5 - 9 Nov 2007 
	Jeju, Korea

	3GPPRAN4
46
	11 - 15 Feb 2008 
	Sorrento, Italy

	3GPPRAN4
47
	5 - 9 May 2008 
	Tbd

	3GPPRAN4
48
	18 - 21 Aug 2008 
	Tbd

	3GPPRAN4
49
	10 - 14 Nov 2008 
	Tbd

	
	
	


11 Any Other Buiseness

12 Close of Meeting
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	Rohde & Schwarz
	Revised in 1769
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071726
	Approval
	
	LTE-RF
	TP for EVM correction for TS36.803 and TS36.101
	Motorola 
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071727
	Approval
	
	
	TP to 36.804 for estimation of EVM window length
	Agilent Technologies
	Revised in 1792
	
	

	5
	R4-071728
	CR
	Rel-7
	TEI-7
	Correction to extreme condition voltages for Lithium batteries in table D.2.2
	Nokia
	Agreed
	25.101
	575

	5
	R4-071729
	CR
	Rel-7
	MIMO-RF
	Editorial correction to the RV sequence of the MIMO FRC 
	Ericsson
	Approved
	25.101
	576

	6.2.3
	R4-071730
	Discussion
	
	LTE
	PUSCH simulation results summary
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071731
	Discussion
	
	
	PUCCH simulation results summary
	Ericsson
	Revised in 1802
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071732
	Discussion
	
	
	PRACH simulation results summary
	Ericsson
	Revised in 1803
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071733
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP 36.803: High speed scenario
	Ericsson
	Approved
	
	

	5
	R4-071734
	Discussion
	
	
	Minute of the Ad-hoc on CPICH measurement with Rx Diversity
	Vodafone
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071735
	Discussion
	
	
	LTE eNB PUSCH Extended CP Demodulation performance
	Qualcomm Europe
	Approved
	
	

	5
	R4-071736
	CR
	Rel-7
	RANimp-16QamUplink
	Addition of E-DPCCH boosting to ETFC restriction requirements
	Nokia
	Approved
	25.133
	918r1

	5
	R4-071737
	CR
	Rel-8
	RANimp-16QamUplink
	Addition of E-DPCCH boosting to ETFC restriction requirements
	Nokia
	Approved
	25.133
	919r1

	6.2.3
	R4-071738
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP for TR 36.804 on channel numbering
	Ericsson
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071739
	Approval
	
	LTE-RF
	Reference points and test ports for E-UTRA RF tests
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071740
	Discussion
	
	LTE-RF
	E-UTRA FDD BS general receiver requirements
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071741
	Approval
	
	
	E-UTRA TDD BS Spurious Emission for Coexistence & Text Proposal to TR36.804
	IPWireless, CATT
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071742
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP 36.104: ACLR (6.6.2)
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071743
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP 36.104: Transmitter spurious emissions (6.6.4)
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071744
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP 36.104: Operating band unwanted emissions (6.6.3)
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071745
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP 36.104: Tx Intermodulation (6.7)
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071746
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP 36.804: Rx Spurious emissions
	Ericsson
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071747
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP 36.104: Rx spurious emissions (7.6)
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.4
	R4-071748
	Discussion
	
	RAN-Evo
	Intra-frequency cell identification simulation results
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Withdrawn
	
	

	6.2.4
	R4-071749
	Discussion
	
	
	Limitations for shared carrier MBSFN to support efficient UE nerighbour cell measurements
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.5
	R4-071750
	Discussion
	
	LTE repeater
	LTE repater specification items
	Powerwave
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071751
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	Some receiver characteristics for E-UTRA BS of Frame structure type 2
	CATT
	Approved
	
	

	
	R4-071752
	LS in
	Rel-8
	SAE/LTE
	Reply LS on “LS on Home NodeB/eNodeB regarding localisation/authorisation“ (S3-070834 Source: TSG SA WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG2,TSG GERAN,TSG SA WG1,TSG SA WG2)
	TSG SA WG3
	Withdrawn
	
	

	6.2.1
	R4-071753
	Approval
	
	
	TR 36.942 v1.4.0
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Netwrok Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071754
	Approval
	
	
	Lower limit for E-UTRA BS ACLR
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071755
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	On open issues for E-UTRA base station reference sensitivity level
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071756
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	On open issues for E-UTRA base station dynamic range requirement
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071757
	Discussion
	
	
	Discussion on specifying the correlation for MIMO correlation matrices
	Agilent Technologies
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071758
	Approval
	
	
	Ad hoc minutes: LTE BS RF requirement
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.6
	R4-071759
	Approval
	
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	Revised 700 MHz frequency arrangements
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Revised in 1770
	
	

	
	R4-071760
	Approval
	
	
	TR 36.803 v0.6.0
	Motorola
	Revised in 1779
	
	

	6
	R4-071761
	Discussion
	
	
	Comments to R4-071559 ("Technical Requirements of the lowe power repeter  for UMT/FDD system in Japan")
	Powerwave
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071762
	Discussion
	
	RAN-Evo
	Proposal for eNB in-channel selectivity requirement
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071763
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	On definition of E-UTRA base station in-channel selectivity  measurement channels
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.4
	R4-071764
	Discussion
	
	RAN-Evo
	Intra-frequency cell identification simulation results
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071765
	Approval
	
	
	eNodeB demodulation performance Wednesday ad-hoc minutes
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	7.3
	R4-071766
	Discussion
	
	RANFS-Evo
	Measurement Quantities for Mobility Measurements between LTE and Mobile WiMAX
	Samsung
	Noted
	
	

	7.3
	R4-071767
	Discussion
	
	RANFS-Evo
	Gap Design for Mobility Measurements between LTE and Mobile WiMAX
	Samsung
	Noted
	
	

	8
	R4-071768
	LS out
	
	RANFS-HNBeNB
	LS on Status of Home NodeB work in RAN4
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071769
	Approval
	
	[RAN-Evo]
	TP to TR36.803 on  the LTE UE modulation accuracy measurements
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Revised in 1780
	
	

	6.6
	R4-071770
	Approval
	
	RInImp8-UMTS700
	Revised 700 MHz frequency arrangements
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	
	
	

	8
	R4-071771
	LS out
	
	
	Frequency arrangement in UMTS700MHz band
	Nokia Siemens Network
	Approved
	
	

	8.2
	R4-071772
	LS out
	
	
	LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission
	Motorola
	Revised in 1778
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071773
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	TP for updating FRC definitions for reference sensitivity in 36.804
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	
	

	5
	R4-071774
	CR
	Rel-7
	MIMO-RF
	Base Station MIMO corrections
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	25.104
	298r1

	5
	R4-071775
	CR
	Rel-8
	MIMO-RF
	Base Station MIMO corrections
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	25.104
	299r1

	5
	R4-071776
	CR
	Rel-7
	MIMO-RF
	Base Station MIMO corrections
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	25.141
	465r1

	5
	R4-071777
	CR
	Rel-8
	MIMO-RF
	Base Station MIMO corrections
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	25.141
	466r1

	8.2
	R4-071778
	LS out
	
	
	LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission
	Motorola
	Revised in 1811
	
	

	8.2
	R4-071778
	LS out
	
	
	LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission
	Motorola
	Revised in 1811
	
	

	
	R4-071779
	Approval
	
	
	TR 36.803 v0.6.0
	Motorola
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071780
	Approval
	
	[RAN-Evo]
	TP to TR36.803 on  the LTE UE modulation accuracy measurements
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071780
	Approval
	
	[RAN-Evo]
	TP to TR36.803 on  the LTE UE modulation accuracy measurements
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071781
	Approval
	
	
	TR 36.804 v.0.8.0 (2007-10)
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071782
	Approval
	
	
	TS 36.104 v 0.1.0 (2007-10)
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	
	

	
	R4-071783
	LS in
	Rel-8
	SAE/LTE
	Reply LS on “LS on Home NodeB/eNodeB regarding localisation/authorisation“ (R2-073856 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG SA WG2,TSG RAN WG3, Cc: )
	TSG SA WG3
	Noted
	
	

	
	R4-071783
	LS in
	Rel-8
	SAE/LTE
	Reply LS on “LS on Home NodeB/eNodeB regarding localisation/authorisation“ (S3-070834 Source: TSG SA WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG2,TSG GERAN,TSG SA WG1,TSG SA WG2)
	TSG SA WG3
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071784
	Approval
	
	
	Additional PUCCH and PRACH simulation assumptions
	Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Network, Motorola, LGE
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071785
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	Simulation assumptions PUSCH
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071786
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	Simulation assumptions PUCCH
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071787
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	Simulation assumptions PRACH
	Ericsson
	Revised in 1809
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071788
	Approval
	
	
	TR 36.803 v0.7.0
	Motorola
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071789
	Discussion
	
	
	MPR ad Hoc
	Motorola
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071790
	Information
	
	
	TS 36.101 Draft
	Motorola
	Noted
	
	

	8
	R4-071791
	LS out
	
	
	Response LS on CQI reporting behavior
	Ericsson
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071792
	Approval
	
	
	TP to 36.804 for estimation of EVM window length
	Agilent Technologies
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071793
	Discussion
	
	RAN-Evo
	PDSCH simulation results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071794
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	Updated timeplan for eNodeB demodulation requirements
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.4
	R4-071795
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	Text proposal on measurement gaps for Inter-frequency and Inter-RAT measurements  
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071796
	Approval
	
	
	Clarification of Tx EVM model for demodulation simulations
	Ericsson
	Revised in 1814
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071797
	Approval
	
	
	PDSCH results summary
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071798
	Discussion
	
	
	LTE BS EVM
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071799
	Approval
	
	
	Minutes on UE demodulation performance
	Motorola
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071800
	Approval
	
	
	Agreed UE Demodulation simulation assumptions
	Motorola
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.4
	R4-071801
	Approval
	
	
	RRM discussion summary
	Motorola
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071802
	Discussion
	
	
	PUCCH simulation results summary
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071803
	Discussion
	
	
	PRACH simulation results summary
	Ericsson
	Revised in 1816
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071804
	Information
	
	
	TS 36.104 combined unapproved Text Proposal
	Rapporteur
	Noted
	
	

	5
	R4-071805
	Discussion
	
	
	Summary of Enhanced Cell_FACH Requirement work
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.4
	R4-071806
	Discussion
	
	
	Proposed scenario for studying gap-assisted inter-frequency measurement performance.
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	8
	R4-071807
	Approval
	
	
	Ls on Measurement quantities for mobility measurement between LTE and mobile WiMAX
	Samsung
	Revised in 1812
	
	

	8
	R4-071808
	Approval
	
	
	Approval LS on measurement gap design for mobility measurement between LTE and mobile WiMAX
	Samsung
	Approved
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071809
	Approval
	
	RAN-Evo
	Simulation assumptions PRACH
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071810
	Approval
	
	
	Text Proposal for 36.803
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	8.2
	R4-071811
	LS out
	
	
	LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission
	Motorola
	Revised in 1813
	
	

	8
	R4-071812
	Approval
	
	
	Ls on Measurement quantities for mobility measurement between LTE and mobile WiMAX
	Samsung
	Approved
	
	

	8.2
	R4-071813
	LS out
	
	
	LS to RAN 2 on signalling spectrum emission
	Motorola
	Agreed
	
	

	6.2.2
	R4-071814
	Approval
	
	
	Clarification of Tx EVM model for demodulation simulations
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071815
	Discussion
	
	RAN-Evo
	PRACH simulation results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	
	

	6.2.3
	R4-071816
	Discussion
	
	
	PRACH simulation results summary
	Ericsson
	Noted
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