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1
Opening of the meeting
The chairman, Mr. Nakamura Takaharu (Fujitsu) opened the meeting on Monday, Martch 31st at 9 o’clock.

2
Approval of the agenda

R4-080558 Proposed agenda Chair, Revised in 560


R4-080560 Proposed agenda Chair

Status:  Approved
3
Approval of meeting report

R4-080567 Report of WG RAN 4 #46 MCC

Comments: BMWi, 6.9 few correction, 4.2GHz downlink satellite, 4.2 to 4.4 used for airlines.

Status: revised in 776.


R4-080776 Report of WG RAN 4 #46 (MCC)

Status: Approved

4
Letters / reports from other groups

R4-080559 Report of RAN#39 Chair .

Comments: TR21.801 (Drafting rules) / TR21.900 (Working method).
Status: Note.

R4-080751 Procedures to handle Specs 36.xxx and  LTE interworking part of the 25.133. MCC  .
Status: Noted


R4-080744, LS in, LS on Release 8 non-essential SAE features (SP-080218 Source: TSG SA, To: TSG CT WG1,TSG CT WG3,TSG CT WG4,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,TSG SA WG1,TSG SA WG2,TSG SA WG3,TSG SA WG4,TSG SA WG5,TSG CT,TSG GERAN,TSG RAN, Cc: ), TSG SA, 

Comments: 

- The following features are to be retained within the Release 8 work:

· Single Radio Voice Call Continuity for 3GPP

· SAE for generic support for non-3GPP accesses (including Dual radio aspects of optimised handover with WiMAX)

· SAE impacts on IMS (e.g. Local Break Out aspects)

· CS fallback

- The following features are to be removed from the Release 8 work (and associated conditions for removal):

· SAE aspects of Emergency Calls (both GPRS and LTE)

· Functions and procedures for SAE to support LTE MBMS - Removed subject to sending of an LS to SA2 indicating that removal implies ETWS support in LTE cannot be realized by eMBMS in Rel-8 – NTT DoCoMo volunteered to write this LS.’

· Functions and procedures for SAE to support Control Plane LCS - Removed on the assumption that Cell Id can be made available for Lawful Interception purposes, with this assumption to be communicated via LS to SA2 – to be included within the LS produced from previous bullet point.

· CS over EPS

· Single Radio Aspects of SAE for Optimised Handover with WiMAX

Status:  Noted


R4-080733, LS in, LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking  (GP-080395 Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: ), TSG GERAN, 
Comments:

GERAN has agreed to mandate the usage of the absolute priorities algorithm not only for terminals supporting E-UTRAN, but also in the case of dual mode Rel-8 terminals supporting GERAN and UTRAN only.
GERAN would welcome any input from RAN4 on the planned usage of measurement quantities for E-UTRAN, in particular what measurement quantities should be included in the measurement report and what measurement quantities the UE should evaluate for cell reselection purposes.
Ericsson: geran asks to provide feedback on cell search and on the intra-frequency measurement performance.

T-Mobile: not enough info on LTE from ran2 and ran4, communicate as much as the knowledge we have to GERAN asap.

NSN: Compile a draft response depnding on the progress on RRM at the end of the meeting.

Noted


R4-080735, LS in, LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking (R2-081363 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG GERAN, Cc: TSG GERAN WG2,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4), TSG RAN WG2, 
Comments: 'whitelist' - i.e. a complete list of the physical cells ids of the E-UTRA cells that the UE can reselect to (for idle mode) or measure on (for dedicated mode). RAN2 would like to express a strong preference for the same neighbour cell list approach to be used for GERAN to E-UTRAN mobility as for mobility within E-UTRAN. RAN2 agreed that the neighbour cell list approach to be used for idle mode reselection from UTRAN to E-UTRAN. The neighbour cell list will consist of E-UTRA centre frequencies together with a list of black listed cells for each frequency, but no list of cell individual offsets (Qoffsets). 

Status: Noted. 

R4-080734, LS in, Reply LS on CSG related mobility (stage 2 text) (GP-080417 Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG SA WG1,TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG SA WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1), TSG GERAN, 
Status: Noted


R4-080742, LS in, LS on Automatic Neighbour Relation (ANR) function (S5-080538 Source: TSG SA WG5, To: TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4), TSG SA WG5, 
Status: Noted


R4-080738, LS in, LS Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (R3-080472 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: ), TSG RAN WG3, Withdrawn, Already presented in meeting RAN 4 #46


R4-080740, LS in, LS on Self Configuring and Self Optimizing Network Use Cases and Solutions TR (R3-080536 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG SA WG5,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1, Cc: TSG GERAN WG2), TSG RAN WG3, 
Status: Noted


R4-080739, LS in, LS on RAN performance monitoring (R3-080530 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG SA WG5, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4), TSG RAN WG3, 
Status: Noted


R4-080737, LS in, Reply LS on Signalling of additional spectrum emission requirements (R3-080449 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG1), TSG RAN WG3, 
Comments: Ran3 is happy with the proposal. No further actions for ran 4.

Status:  Noted

R4-080731, LS in, LS on CR to TS36.306 (R1-081125 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: ), TSG RAN WG1, 
RAN 4 should take note of the proposed changes in the CR. (Downlink and uplink physical layer parameter values set by UE Category)

Status: Noted

R4-080743, LS in, LS reply on RAN Performance monitoring (S5-080540 Source: TSG SA WG5, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4), TSG SA WG5, 
Comments: RAN 4 should take note of the information in this LS related to RRM.

Status: Noted

R4-080821  LS on E-UTRAN Neighbour Cell List information for GERAN (TSG GERAN WG2, G2-080231)

Status: Noted

Next LSs are only presented for information.

R4-080732, LS in, LS on Synchronised E-DCH specification impacts (R1-081150 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: ), TSG RAN WG1, 
Comments: 

RAN1 requests RAN2, 3 & 4 to review the TR, in particular the impacts to specifications sections, and comment if appropriate prior to RAN#39.

NSN: the TR has been approved in last RAN WG, so we do not need to send any feedback.

Status: Noted

R4-080736, LS in, LS on Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH and UE DRX (R2-081392 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: ), TSG RAN WG2, 
Status: Noted


R4-080741, LS in, RAN3 Text Proposal for TR 25.820 (R3-080556 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: ), TSG RAN WG3, 
Status: Noted

5
Work Items
5.1 UMTS2300 TDD [RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD]

R4-080643, Approval, Update of UMTS 2300 TDD TR, CATT, 
Chairman: confirm that the decision taken during last meeting are correctly implemented.

Ericsson: Concerns for the spurious emission requirements.

CATT: Based on the approved TP of the last meeting.

Ericsson: Does not agree with the table, need further offline discussions. 

CATT: The requiements in the text proposal are not taken from 3gpp is from CCS

Ericsson: CCS standard need to be added as a reference. 

ZTE: agrees with CATT.

Chairman: 
R4-080534 was approved in Sorrento meeting, the TR is based on the TP which was approved. We can maybe do some furhter corrections. Agree the TS as 0.1.0 now, have some offline discussion and correct the spurious emission.

Status: Approved. 


R4-080644, Approval, 2.3 GHz TDD  New Band Introduction for 1.28 Mcps   TS25.102, CATT, TD-tech, ZTE, 
Motorola: why remove of the  designation about the ITU region.

CATT: the note is removed for each band, because in the FDD part the note was removed. The specification will be aligned.

Status: Agreed

R4-080645, Approval, 2.3 GHz TDD  UE transmitter Characteristics for 1.28 Mcps, CATT, TD-tech, ZTE, 

Comments: the simulations performed and the resultant RF requirements (e.g. ACLR/ACS) in TR25.945 [2] are applicable and can be re-used for operations in 2.3 GHz band. It is proposed to re-writing the requirements in a similar way as that in FDD specification. Considering that different operating band may operating in different region or country, thus facing different deployment scenario, it is proposed to define the additional requirements separately for each operating band.

Motorola: No problems with the proposal for UMTS, looking at spurious emission at some points we should think about how to link the two aspects together in LTE.

Status: Agreed.

R4-080646, Approval, 2.3 GHz TDD  UE Receiver Characteristics & propagation conditions for 1.28Mcps TDD , CATT, TD-tech, ZTE, 
Status: Agreed.

R4-080667, Text Proposal, UMTS2300MHz  New band introduction for 1.28Mcps TDD , TD Tech, CATT, ZTE, 
Status: Agreed


R4-080668, Text Proposal, UMTS2300MHz  Transmitter performance analysis for 1.28Mcps TDD , TD Tech, CATT, ZTE, 
Status: Agreed


R4-080669, Text Proposal, UMTS2300MHz  Receiver performance analysis for 1.28Mcps TDD , TD Tech, CATT, ZTE, 
Status: Agreed


R4-080670, Text Proposal, UMTS2300MHz  propagation channel model  analysis for 1.28Mcps TDD , TD Tech, CATT, ZTE, 
Status: Agreed

Chairman: asks a status of the work item. We need some further study in the next meeting. Crs once the necessary work has been done.

5.2 
Evolved UTRA and UTRAN [LTE-RF]

R4-080576, Approval, Revised WIDS for LTE-RF, Alcatel-Lucent

The document is endorsed and will be presened for approval in the next plenary meeting.

Status: Endorsed.
R4-080693, Discussion, Definition of Common Channel Power, Ericsson

Comments: Ericcsonwelcome feedbacks.

NSN: For 36.133 we need to have a dictioray of definitions. We are going to see also papers on accuracy requirement for the BS as well.  We need to clarify the EPRE at the antenna port, maybe like a code domain power, (1- gamma) factor . The normal definition that is used is different from the definition used here and maybe need to be discussed. More offline clarifications.  

Chairman: need sometime to check the equations, in order to understand how to define the power in the CP and how to define the energy power in the context of the requirements. 

Ericsson: it could be useful to include these information in some documents (either the TR or something else).

Nokia: Make sure that there is no re-definition.

NSN: if the definition of the RSRP is not clear enough, maybe LS. 

An update will be presented in 836

Status: Noted

R4-080836 Definition of parameters for performance and RRM requirements (Ericsson)

Comments: Useful paper with all the definition of the power for the RRM
The intention of 
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AL: difference between N_{oc} and I_{ot}?

Ericsson: we need to be able to separate the source of interference for some tests, this is elaborated in 726 where they show an example where we need to separate the sources of interference. 

Status: Noted
Half Duplex

R4-080618, Discussion, Half duplex FDD operation of E-UTRA, Ericsson

Comments:

NTTDoCoMo: they agree that in certain band there are problems but in other bands there will be no problems. We should allow the HD-FDD only for the bands where there is the problem. What is the way forward?

Motorola: The really issue is the coexistance with public safetly in the bands that are addressed here, the problem is not the desense. In this case the HD is not taking care of the problem. Example of the terminal is option 4, country has deployed with option 2, what happen? There is no protection in certain area, because the filter is designed for option 4. In most spourious emission requirement we have the same problem. Where does the spurious requirements stop, the same for OOB?

Ericsson: Agree that the problem is relevant for some band but not in other. Do we need to allow it for the bands also when it is not necessary? They have an other documents and vodafone as well.  Their recommendantion is to have at least for the band where there is problem in rel 8.

They agree that the problem of the contrib is that it is generic and that you may need to take into account additional things. It is  quite obvious that HD works and that it has advantages because there are a lot of terminals that are using it in GSM. Expecially when you consider the scenario in fig 3, they agree that we need to study how to define the spurious emissions and the oob.

Chairman:  how to manage the downlink broadcast channel in we go to this HD system? It may constraints in some bands some channel structure. 

Satus: Noted


R4-080707, Discussion, Half Duplex and Transmission configuration for FDD UE, Vodafone

Summary:

· Half-duplex FDD as a UE capability of LTE in 3GPP Release 8 from a protocol perspective, such that the RF requirements can be added when a certain band is proposed to allow half duplex operation. In this sense, the availability and applicability of LTE for new frequency bands to the LTE system is not restricted, and LTE deployment can be maximised globally.

· The UE should indicate via RRC whether they support half duplex or full duplex FDD for a given FDD frequency band.

· The specification should allow the Node B scheduler to have the capability to handle both full duplex and half duplex FDD operation for different UEs simultaneously in the cell for a given frequency band.

· The specification should NOT rule out the use of half-duplex FDD operation in existing frequency bands, whilst at the same time making it clear that it will not become a high priority for implementation and testing until somebody in the industry requires it.

Comments: 

Ericsson: suggests to put in placed HD-FDD in Rel 8 to make sure that we have the capability for the UE. It maybe difficult in later stage when we want to introduce it if we do not have the capability from the protocol point of view.

NTTDoCoMo: it is not clear what kind of spec we would need for HD. 

Vodafone: that’s why vodafone tried to identify the modifications from a protocol point of view. Ask ran 2 what they need.  They agree that the discussion should be carried on on a per-band basis. From the signalling point of view it is not a huge amount of work. It makes sense to do this work now.

Chairman: So far the agreement is to implement it in rel 9.

Ericsson: no conclusion if it is needed or not in rel 8. The minimum is to make sure that the spec does not preclude the possibility to have it.   

Vodafone: The proposal is to have the work done from the protocol prospective for rel 8. For ran 4 we can do it in a rel independent manner on a per-band basis. (like for the introduction of the band). 

Motorola/Ericsson: there are some active WI in rel 8 (3.5 and 700 MHz) that can benefit from HD.

Vodafone will submit the document to RAN 2. It would be good to agree on some of the principle and send the info to ran 2. If we ask ran 2 to do an extension for ran 9, than it will not be rel independent. From RAN 4 perspective we can wait until we clearly indetify in which band to add the requirements. From a protocol perspective we should have a protocol that support it in rel 8.

Proposal is to ask ran 2 to add an extension in order to support this in rel 8.
Nokia: check the status of the discussion in ran 2.

Vodafone:  proposes LS to ran 2 to speed up the information exchange.

Nortel: We should have HD support from rel 8 in the band where it is needed. We should inform with a LS that from ran 4 it will be rel independent.

Motorola: This feature maybe optional in the BS, the feature maybe optional in the UE or signalled by the UE. How some UE can have the capability and other not? How will it work, It will be a question of filtering?

Vodafone: maybe there are some terminal that have better filtering.

Motorola: this means that some UE will say that they have bad filtering.

Vodafone: it maybe resonable that there are some terminal that thinks that they have the possibility to do full duplex and other only hd. We should define the performance in the worst case.  We should need to have a default mode from a RAN 4 perspective.

Chairman: we should need further offline discussion.

Status: Noted

R4-080695, Discussion, HD-FDD from a UE perspective, Ericsson

Comments: when discussing the HD-FDD an eye need to kept open on the UE to UE interference.

Qualcomm: different options for the HD. The preference is to specify only half duplex but if there is someone who wantes to implement HD, he can do it, but no particular specifications. In the case the UE has a duplexer, there will be a gain. This is just a UE capability. Is it the intent of the contribution not to  mandate an  architecture.

Ericsson: they do not expect any apecific architecture for the HD.

NSN: need to be considered how the RAN 4 specifications need to be modfied. There is only a part on the tx side that will need to be modified.

Chairman indentifies that there is the need to clarify which part of the spcifications need to be modified.  We should concentrate on the full duplex first and than we should consider these kind of topics as an enhancement in future releases.

Status: Noted
R4-080788  Ad hoc minutes: Half Duplex FDD (Ericsson)

Comments: RF requirements related to HD-FDD operation should be specified as release independent. These RF requirements will be band specific. (First release for the protocol). 
HD/FD support as UE capability needs to be indicated separately for each band supported by the UE. FD-FDD UEs and HD-FDD UEs in the same band. Node B support of combined HD-FDD and FD-FDD scheduling for same cell.

Related LS to RAN 2. 

Motorola:  

The implication of having both FD-FDD and HD-FDD UEs has not been fully analyzed.
Band independence (from RRM perspective): as an implication  the UE capability for Half Duplex/Full Duplex support will need to be indicated separately for each band supported by the UE. RRM aspects have not been addressed for HD-FDD or joint FDD/HDD deployment in terms for intra and inter frequency scenario and will need to be considered. 
Nokia: Need probably to clarify that we have to do the study for the RF requirement for the HD.

Status: Noted.

R4-080820
LTE UE ad hoc report (Motorola)
EVM: discrepancy between 803 and 101. An update of the TR has been provided. TR in 819 that was created, so the TR should be maintained and no new document should be created.  803 TR background for the TS, now two meeting cycles where we focus on the TS without update the TR. The master is the TS. The background of the 803 is still applicable. Intention of the editor  is not to keep update the TR. Proposal of  Motorola is to create an other document , sperate spec for the EVM.

Ericsson: 36.101, reference sensitivity, the reference power per port should be 3dB lower, the blocking test should be 3 dB thigher. The fixed level should be passed by using one port, now the test is using both the port simultaneously. 

The values should be corrected next meeting

Motorola: the idea is to give RAN 5 the information that we want to test both ports. 

Way forward:the bis spec is sent to RAN 5 for information, with some notes raising concerns on the numbers. The message to pass to RAN 5 is that ran 4 decided to test both the port simultaneously.

The 36.101 bis provided here is only for information

Status: Noted

R4-080825
TS 36.101 v8.1.0 bis (Motorola)

Comments: Decision of RAN: Ran 4 will decide which band supports which bandwidth. No changes in the document that prevent this.

A/L: 5.4.2.1 for the nominal channel bandwith the text specify that this is the transmission configuration. The intention of the table is to say that these are the supported configurations.

Issue in  the coexistance with the TDD. In some region you may have a restriction in 10, 15 and 20MHz in other region no. Depending on band we are considering, if you are close to TDD than you may have some problems for 10-15 and 20 in order part no. So for the additional channel bandwith we may have some additional requierements on spurious or IMD.

Fujitsu clarify that they will provide modifications on A-MPR. Understanding for the A-MPR is that MPR is always applied and that A-MPR will be applied on top of the MPR. 

Status: Endorsed the changes.

R4-080819 TR 36.803 User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception V1.1.0 (Rohde&Schwarz)

Comments R&S would like to keep the 36.803 alive to capture the decisions in ran 4:

Motorola: the only rationale to keep it alive is for the EVM. We can put a formal annex in 36.101 or we can create a stand alone document. Either we are sure that the 803 is tracking the changes of the TS or we go for an other solutions. 

Possible way forward is to create an informative annex in 36.101. The agreement was to keep the TR alive, but for the moment it is not updated. When the spec will be stable we will update the TR.

An other proposal is to capture the information in a normative annex not informative annex.

Agreement: No progress in the 36.803, create an annex that captures the information on the EVM as a CR based on this document.
Status: Agreed
5.2.1
RF Scenarios
5.2.2 UE requirements
5.2.2.1 General, [For section 1 to 5 in TS36.101]

R4-080674, Discussion, Band XI Limitation in Channel Bandwidth, Freescale, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080591, Approval, Performance requirements on Self interference due to transmitter noise, NTT DoCoMo, Fujitsu, Revised in 692


R4-080692, Approval, Performance requirements on Self interference due to transmitter noise, NTT DoCoMo, Fujitsu, Panasonic, 
Comments: Point A as well as Point B in Figure 1 should be specified as the performance requirements on the reference sensitivity in TS 36.101. Point A is corresponding to the transmission power, in which the number of resource blocks is set to the maximum. Point B is corresponding to the number of resource blocks, in which the transmission power is set to the maximum. This is a stratiung point and they would like to discuss how to proceed.

Motorola: need some assumptions in certain cases. Full rx bandwidth or some variation of the bandwidth? 

NTTDoCoMo: Assumption is to have full rx bandwidth. The only variance is then the uplink. Do we consider the left, right or center? How we will address the additional bandwidth, they agree that we need a requirement.

Motorola: Point A and Point B: point A assumes that ACLR becomes better when the power increases. In general we assume that the ACLR is kept.

NTTDoCoMo: we can define the requirements based on the three options (left center right). The scheduler is free to do the allocation based on the allocation in the DL. The scheduler is moreover independent in the ul and dl.  Numbers used in the requirements can be discussed.

Ericsson: they agree that this needs to be captured in the spec, this can be done in different way one is the reduction of sensitivity, we have to specify minimum requirements.

Some companies think that they need more time.

Status: Noted


R4-080708, Discussion, Impact of UE Self-interference on LTE FD-FDD operation, Motorola, 
Comments:

Vodafone: in the system simulation how many Ues are tx at full power?   

Motorola: in multiuser case more than 50%, for the other scenario they consider single UE scenario and the tx is at full power. They will transmit depending on the scheduler, some of them are tx continuuously other not. 

Cell interference is not a big issue, if there are particular aspects that the scheduler take into account. The issue is how we define the requirements.

Vodafone: if we consider a minimum requirement, we can prevent the UE from improving. Specify the requirements based on the worst case scenario in the simpler way.

Motorola: the location of the RBs do not play a big role. This is valid for de-sense. When we look at spurious emission instead the locations strongly influences the spurious emissions.

Chairman: there are 2 aspects: one is spurious emission, the second is the sensitivity. Maybe the sensitivity is not a big issue. See some concrete text proposal for the section for this meeting. This impacts two things the measurement and the tput. Companies need to look into that.
Status: Noted


R4-080709, Approval, TS36.101: TP for normal / additional channel bandwidth  channel bandwidth, Motorola, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080694, Approval, TP 36.101: channel bandwidth, Ericsson, 
Comments: 

Motorola: we need also to consider the issue for the blocking spec and for the spurious emissions. Possible way forward: first finalize these 3 big issues and then modify the spec all at once.

Ericsson: This is the reason why they decided to keep the additional band in the table. 

Status: Noted

Update of the 36.101 has been proposed and agreed. (36.101bis to be used for next meeting.)

5.2.2.2 Transmitter requirement, [For section 6 in TS36.101]

R4-080634, Discussion, Some considerations about UE Maximum Output Power with different E-UTRA or / and UTRA operating bands, ZTE Corporation, 
Comments:

ZTE:  we should think about how to specify this.

Qualcomm: there are some particular methods suggested that are for BS while in the conclusion they say that it is for UE specification.

ZTE: The proposal is also for the BS. 

Vodafone: Are the two bands working together?

ZTE: there are 2 BSs and the UE has different band. BS 1 is using one band and BS 2 is using a different band, so the interefence happens because of this.

Vodafone: is it intra-UE coexistance or inter-UE coexistance?  

(in principle it is intra-UE interefenrence.)

Status: Noted


R4-080639, Discussion, Some considerations about UE Maximum Output Power with different E-UTRA or / and UTRA operating bands, ZTE Corporation, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080685, Discussion, UE Maximum Output Power, Qualcomm Europe, 
Status: Withdrawn


R4-080657, Approval, TP for TS36.101: UE Additional MPR, Fujitsu, NTT DoCoMo, Panasonic, 
Comments:

Motorola: In the contribution  it is mentioned that  by tx 50 RB you do not need MPR but A-MPR is enough to meet the requirement. The MPR is to meet ACLR, A-MPR provides more linearity and it is additional to MPR. You can reduce the A-MPR but not eliminate the MPR.

Fujitsu: In TP in 6.2.4 tries to clarify it, it is a wrong interpretation of the specs.

Motorola: it has been deleted in NS_02 the band 10, is it an error?

Fujitsu: they deleted because they belived that this was a typo.

Chairman: the proposal in the contribution seems to have something incorrect. Need further discussions.

Status: Noted


R4-080684, Approval, UE A-MPR for Small BW , Qualcomm Europe, 
Comments:

Chairman: ran 4 is happy with the figures proposed in the document. This can be part of the update TP.

Status : Agreed


R4-080771, Approval, TS36.101: TP for Region 2 A-MPR, Motorola, 
Comments: The changes for the TS are agreed. 

Check to correctness of the figures for next meeting, Motorola will provide a TP to delete the [].

Status: Agreed

R4-080636, Approval, TP for UE transmit OFF Power on TS36.101, NTT DoCoMo, Fujitsu, Panasonic, 
Comments:

Motorola: they would need some time to look at the document. Sometimes it is not obvious that we can translate one spec into an other. 

CATT: we should discuss the way we should specify the transmit OFF power.

Qualcomm: To simplify things we can test it for one particular case.

Ericsson and Motorola: share the same view. They think that it can be useful to have a metric that is related to a density and in that case you do not need to specify it for 20MHz.

Need some offline discussion.

Status: Noted


R4-080648, Discussion, Transmit ON/OFF power for E-UTRA TDD UE, CATT, 
Comments:

Ericsson: Section 3.1 for the calculation they used MCL of 40dBm in practice we should be careful with these numbers (it can impact the antenna performance.) The time CATT ends up with to ramp up or down could be feasable, and it depends on the accuracy that is required. The gap needs to be defined based on signal nature.

CATT: This value of MCL used here has been always used for UTRA. Maybe we can discuss if it was a proper value. For the ramping up and down (30musec to ramp up and 13musec to ramp down) this is based on the implementation.

Motorola: we have number of different parameters to be specified. We need to try to have some commonality between the different proposals. When we consider the ramp up time it is not clear what is the accuracy (the length of the ramp up is higly dependent on the accuracy.). When specifying ramp up and down you have to make sure that you do not have problem with ACLR.

Ericsson shares the same view. We should try to find some commonalities between FDD and TDD.

Chairman: need osme offline discussion.

Status: Noted


R4-080711, Discussion, TS36.101: E-UTRA UE Power control, Motorola, 

In the LS to RAN1 [1], the conclusion from RAN4 was that a finite time duration is needed for UE implementation, if a power change between two adjacent LTE symbols is required where these symbols are in same sub-frame or adjacent sub-frames.  In particular, two key scenarios were identified in the earlier RAN1 LS [R1-074484];

-A transmit power change from one sub–frame to another contiguous sub-frame and a  transmit  power change between two non contagious sub-frames

-Power change when a UE is transmitting a sounding reference symbol (SRS)

Comments:

Qualcomm: Need time to go through all the details. The requiremetns seem to be loose w.r.t. what was expected. Window time definition: 50musec, if the ramp down is not done sufficiently quickly it can impact the other ue that are allocated into the other sub-frames. 

Motorola: they look at the 3 possibilities: should it be outside, split or totally inside. We do not have the gap as in tdd. 

There is a relation between the duration and the accuracy, they have presented results .

Motorola: unlinke wcdma, here we have from 1RB to 200RB. This will affect the tolerances 

Agilent: You have 50musec everyway inrespective of all the bandwidths,  what is the bandwidth assumption that is considered?

Ericsson: need more time to consider all the details. We should align with TDD, maybe we can find compromise in order to align the specs.

Motorola: they want to align with TDD (ex for scenation 1 is almost like in tdd). 

This will be one of the topic to be discussed in the UE ad-hoc.

Status: Noted


R4-080658, Discussion, UE UL transmit time mask requirement, Fujitsu, 
Status: Withdrawn


R4-080647, Discussion, Additional spurious emissions for UE co-existence, CATT, 
This document addresses co-existence requirement between FDD and TDD at 1920MHz frequency. Additional spurious emission requirement =-55dBm/MHz.
Comments:

Ericsson: This requirement will be very hard. Current spec for utra was for -41dBm. Spurious emissions is always an issue but we can

see at different aspecs separately. It would be better to separate the spurious emission and the RB allocation problem.

Motorola: this proposal will be very difficult for ther UE to meet, you really need guard band. MPR will not give you the number you are looking for.  A-MPR may not help the issue. The requirement should be set by the Bs to BS coexistance. 

CATT: The intent of the document is showing that there is more work that the RAN 4 will need to work further on this.

China Mobile: the aim of the contribution is to provide some protection to the TDD UE, there maybe a guard band for the PS to PS coexistance to be sure that the band 39 can work properly. 

Motorola: for the UE is a probability issue, maybe you can be flexible in which criteria you want, you may have some more protection with MPR but not the number your think. It is better to consider the separation of the BS (FDD and TDD) before considering the UE.

Qualcomm: there is a guard band that depends on the band. This si probably the best way to handle it. Motorola proposed a specification of a guard band, discussion offline to see if it is fesable to have a flexible guard band definition. 

Motorola: we diuscussed it from the LTE perspective but can this be applicable for the FDD UTRA?

Chairman: we do not need to introduce A-MPR for UTRA because we have already discussed the issue when we considered the coexistance between FDD and TDD for UTRA.

CATT: the requirement is only for LTE FDD.

Status: Noted


R4-080710, Approval, TS36.101: TP for UE Spurious emission limits, Motorola, 
UE to UE co-existence is a limiting parameter in defining the spurious emission requirements; when operating with wider channel bandwidths (10-20MHz), narrow duplex gaps (700/900/1900/2600 MHz), adjacent duplex modes (FDD/TDD), adjacent technologies (3GPP, 3GPP2, IEEE, etc) and regulatory conformance (Public Safety, GPS protection, OFCOM and PHS) . For LTE it is important that we define the appropriate requirements to minimize the co-existence aspects.  

Note that the HD-FDD do not solve or mitigate the interference scdenario described in the paper. (the bloking issue is the spurious emission not the desense.)

Comments:

NTTDoCoMo: Relaxation of the spurious emission limit can not be allowed, spurious emission value -45.777 ( -45.78. Need more time to evaluate some parameters.

Motorola: they are not proposing any relaxation of the regulatory number. There are some scenarios that need to be added, for example what is the requirement we want to acheve. 

Qualcomm: it will be difficult to design filter that uniformly cover all the cases of coexistance. 

Motorola aims at finding a general requirement.

Ericsson: they belive that the proposal has merits in trying to define a generic requirement, but of course the numbers need to be stidued further.

T-Mobile: Antenna and body losses: Are these realistic numbers for the data?  What about other test terminal?  He would like to have results for the data as well.

Motorola: so far we consider a omnidirectional for the UE,  If you introduce a direction also, how can you make sure that you are optimizing the direction?. If there is a particular problem of the ue to ue interference, there is a way to escape in the specification.

Vodafone: the antenna losses seems a bit low, the target requirements in the spec are 2-3dB higher than the one used here. There was a discussion in the past if power control set 2 was to be used, if it was realistic. So they think that there are area where it would be good for other companies to give some feedbacks.  

Motorola: do not confuse these numbers with the TRP numbers. The same assumptions were considered for the 25.101 for band 8, 

Qualcomm:  The PHS comparison may not always  be valid

China Mobile:  Bands 1900-1920TDD, they do not want ot see fdd band adjacent to that. We should take into consideration that there at new technology for filters also.

Motorola: the requirement is for lte, if you share the same filter for umts and lte there are some implication in the umts.

Status: Noted


R4-080678, Approval, UE In-band Emission Requirements, Qualcomm Europe, 
A proposal was given for modifying the UL in-band emission limit definitions.  The main features of the proposal are the following:

· Express the in-band emission floor as relative to Tx power rather instead of relative to Tx PSD

· IQ-Imbalance exception

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

Comments: 

Motorola :Is the original proposal done by Qualcomm? Motorola in the last meeting proposed to base it on the average power.

Qualcomm: the content is the same as the one presented in last meeting, but it is different from the original paper.

Ericcson: In table 1: in most case is the IQ image that set the limit. Is there a need to have a limitaiton? 

Qualcomm:  It is not true that the IQ is the most stringent term, it is the general term that at the end is added up. That’s why there is a diffferent requirement.

Ericsson: in practice it will be the IQ the limiting factor.

Agilent: the image is the largest signal component, from a system point of view you have to deal with the signal of all the mobile. The IQ image will be determined by the design (implementation design). 

Ericsson: The argument is that it can be easier if we specify it in terms of IQ.

Qualcomm: If we do this it will open the door to very low bit design for the IFFT. The IQ will be the highest factor and all the other will need to be much lower than that.   

Status: Noted


R4-080755, Approval, TP to 36.101 Correction to in-band emissions reference level, Agilent Technologies, 
Comments:

Status: Noted


R4-080679, Approval, UE EVM Equalizer Definition, Qualcomm Europe, 
In reference [1] in the document, it was proposed that for the UE EVM evaluation, an unconstrained equalizer should be used.  We believe that for the same reasons as for the eNB, an unconstrained equalization would give too relaxed requirements and a constrained equalizer should be used instead.    

Comments:

R&S: are we talking about the DL filtering?. For all the performance measurement, we have never used this approach. 

Agilent: approach similar between the uplink and downlink, unconstrained equaliser and a flat filtering. At the edge of the signal  no average is possible, this approach will allow a large roll off of the signal. It will be possible to have at edge a signal with 10dB roll off, passed into a constrained equalizer and get a 0% evm. 

Qualcomm: With a high  roll-off, an excess filtering will reduce the evm. They do not want to have this proposal as the only requirement.  A constrained equalizer will always increase the EVM not decreasing the EVM.

Ericsson: they proposed a constrained equaliser in the last meeting. They choose this to reduce some excess variation in the tx response. 

Agilent: measuring the flatness of the signal through a constrained equalizer. If you want to see what the signal look like you have to measure it in a transparent way. With a constrained equaliser you do not have an idea of what the UE will see.
Qualcomm:adding an info about the roll off is useful, but they do not think that this is needed to measure the evm. In most of the case the constrained equalizer will give a thighther requirement

Agilent: if you consider an equaliser and a flatness spec, you do not see what your signal looks like, it is just a upper bound.

Qualcomm’s possible way forward: EVM based on a constrained equalization, but the flatness measured with an unconstrained equalization.

Status: Noted


R4-080753, Approval, TP to 36.101 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP, Agilent Technologies, 
Comments: 

R&S: Do we need other requirements for the first CP?

Agilent: by using equations you end up with these numbers for the first symbol. One of the 7 symbols in the slot is measured in a different way, we have to make a decision, how the length is defined for the first symbol.

Status: Revised in 796


R4-080796TP to 36.101 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP (Agilent Technologies) revision of 753

Comments: 

Motorola : Possibility to include in the annex this info. 

R&S use the text from 819 and 796 and provide this for the Kansas meeting the annex for the 36.101 as text proposal.Motorola needs more time to check. 3MHz for the Bs, the numbers are changed, this may change also for the UE side.

Status: Noted


R4-080807 Status of the UL EVM Definition in the TR 36.803 (Rohde&Schwarz)

Status: Noted


R4-080808 Tp to 36.803 on unequalized EVM measurement defintiion (Rohde&Schwarz)

Status: Noted


R4-080757, Discussion, Uplink EVM considerations for dynamic allocations, Agilent Technologies, 
Status: Withdrawn


R4-080682, Discussion, UE EVM Spectrum Flatness, Qualcomm Europe, 
A tentative requirement of +/-2dB spectrum flatness requirement was considered.  We propose that a method similar to the one described in this contribution be used to help deriving the LTE spectrum flatness requirement.  
Comments: 

Agilent: when you consider the tput loss, based on the deviation, is that the raw flatness of the signal or it is the flatness seen after the equaliser

Qualcomm: row flatness.

Motorola: filter=rx filter, the tolerances are based on the channel, how does this correlate with the diffrerent bands, how setting one only requirement can fit all the case?

Qualcomm: 20MHz allocation at the end of the band. Figure 6 shows the case  when the band which are narrow and the filter is deigned for 20MHz, the breakpoints can be changed. You will always see a combination of the RF filter and BB filter. If the assumtpion is that you have a rf filter, there is a ripple already.

Status: Noted


R4-080719, Discussion, Spectrum Flatness and EVM Equalizer Averaging, Rohde&Schwarz, 
It is proposed not to include averaging of the reference signals subcarrier in the frequency domain for the uplink EVM measurement definition. 

Qualcomm:  it is a very good point as far as flatness is concerned. For the downlink you can exclude the constrained equalizer. For the uplink you need to have constrained equaliser.

R&S: you can have a jump in evm only because you change the definition of the equalizer not because of the evm itself

Ericsson: we can get some variability of the evm for the different number of rb allocated in uplink. In the time domain, when deciding to define the ZF we agreed to consider only some RB this will always create same variation in the EVM.

R&S: they agree, but here we introduce a systematic difference since we measure it on a different bandwidth. 

Agilent: is there any difference in the filtering that the mobile will apply in the tx? Does the filter change depending on the allocation?

Qualcomm: there is no filtering change. 

R&S: we will have a different evm depending on the RB. Why the evm should vary depending on the allocation?

Qualcomm: even if they have the same transmit filter, some edge part can have different evm. 

Agilent: we need to consider the behavior of the receiver, the receiver is not changing the way is processing the signal. 

Qualcomm: the receiver will process differently depending on the rb. 

Status: Noted


R4-080746, Discussion, EVM and spectral flatness, Ericsson, 
A spectral flatness requirements on the amplitude may be used in conjunction with the EVM, but must take due account of the variability at band edges caused by duplexers and allow larger ripple at the channel band edge. The phase variability (group delay) variations could be captured by the EVM measurement. To do this in an appropriate way, it is important that the synchronisation error of the measurement is small so the use of SRS is proposed

Motorola: SRS for EVM measurement, did you consider the impact of the inaccuracy  in the SRS?

Ericsson: they consider the impact of the innacuracy that you will get in the SRS, it is difficult to say the impact 

R&S: for the sounding, still do not know the decisions of ran 1. What is the highest bandwidth for the sounding signal? 

Ericsson: this is s pending decision. They have considered the worst case considering the smallest possible bandwidth.

Agilent: is it the proposal to specify the group delay or some other phase figure performance?

Ericsson: the intent is to capture it in the EVM.

Status: Noted


R4-080756, Approval, TP to 36.101 Addition of phase flatness requirements, Agilent Technologies, 

Comments:

Agilent: Flatness is independent from the EVM requirement due to the wimax example.  If you do an equalizer that you have a residual flatness component, this can create error in symbols.

Motorola: not reaching a conclusion, it should be better to think about what is the real problem and what we want to achieve.  

Status: Noted


R4-080781Text Proposal for 36.101, UE MPR for small BW (Qualcomm)

Status: Noted

Some topic for the Ad hoc on LTE-RF UE:  Spectrum flatness in conjunction on EVM, Timing accuracy need to be discussed further, Constrained equalization for EVM. Outcome of the EVM ad hoc in doc 080820
5.2.2.3 Receiver requirement, [For section 7 in TS36.101]

R4-080696, Approval, TP 36.101: REFSENS and associated requirements, Ericsson, 
Comments: 

Motorola: perefers to do the test on the antenna contenneced, spurious emission test can be done with both the antenna port since the difference is only 3dB.

Ericsson: you can do it for both port as well. Maybe we can re-consider how to do the test for the spurious emission. The agreement is to do further modification on the spurious emission requirement.

R&S: the suggestion would be fine, the measurement setup also. Both can be done but ran5 can  figure it out. For the interference level, is it applied after you split to the two antenna connectors, or the interference values will be per antenna connector as in the table.

Ericsson: the values will be per connector, no splitting.

Nokia:  concerns on the testing per port, if you have the same refsens per port.

Qualcomm: the ue should have this functionality and he should see at all the antenna, with a proper weighting function.

Motorola: need more time.

Ericsson: they consider this from a BB prospective. Minimum requirement should be applicable to both port, they are considering that one of the two antenna is slightly better than the other.

Vodafone: when you use the same antenna port, are both the signal under interference correlated for the blocking test.

Ericsson: in this test it is the same signal. 

Point to be clarified:

1. The proposed numbers.

2. Rx test is per port or combined

3. Spurious emission combined or per port.

Status: Noted


R4-080683, Discussion, UE ACS Requirement, Qualcomm Europe, 
Status: withdrawn.

5.2.2.4 Performance requirement, [For section 8 in TS36.101]

R4-080677, Discussion, PDSCH simulation payload sizes with PBCH/SCH overhead (revision 2), Freescale, 
Comments: 

Fujitsu: BPSK 1/3 case Tables in number 1 in last row,  not alignement between the companies, need to discuss offline

No problem with this contributions. Offline discussion for the last line of the table 1.

Status: Noted


R4-080697, Discussion, PDSCH simulation payload sizes with PBCH/SCH overhead for TDD, Ericsson, CATT, 
Need probably to change the table for tdd as well. For the tdd case there is one test where we consider exactly the same metric. Need to discuss it offline.

Status: Noted


R4-080599, Discussion, Framework for the PDCCH/PCFICH demodulation requirements, Nokia, 
Comments:

Ericssonn: section 4 additional requirement scenario in the second paragraph, the robustness of the control channel is crucial, we would like to test it also for this case. For additional channel bw, it make sense to test also small bandwidths. Overall they would like to test the robustness of the channel which is crucial

Fujitsu: False alarm: if the check of the CRC is not enough to meet the false alarm rate than we need to discuss it.

Nokia: Blind decoding issue: the requirement assumptions was that it does not consider blind detection, but they have internal study to see how it impacts it.

Chairman: the group seems to be happy with the proposal a part from some clarification on the false alarm testing. The false alarm issue can be discussed in the ad-hoc meeting (UE ad hoc)

Status: Noted


R4-080690, Discussion, PDCCH/PCFICH SIMO requirement scenario for alignment simulations, Nokia, 
Comments: Summary of the agreed assumptions
Status: Noted


R4-080600, Discussion, Framework for the PHICH demodulation requirements, Nokia, 
Comments:
NTTDoCoMo: For the ACK-NACK errors, the situation  is different, if ack is received as nack = stop the tx, in the opposite case, the ue tx., need further discussions. For the final case it would be better to have multiuser sceenario because it is more realistic.

Nokia: Different distribution of ack and nack than it can be different.

Status: Noted


R4-080620, Approval, High Dimension E-UTRA MIMO Correlation matrixes, Ericsson, 
New assumptions were made to extend the approved 2x2 correlation matrices into high channel dimensions. They are: 

· Exponential decaying assumption on correlation coefficient  

· Linear Uniform Array

· Constant array aperture

These methods and the assumptions were accepted in general in the Sorrento meeting, except the controversial expression of the exponential decaying rules. Regarding this, offline email discussions were made among interested parties in RAN 4. A new expression of the exponential decaying rules is proposed in this contribution. The correlation matrices based on the new exponential decaying rules are proposed. 
Comments

Agilent: need more time to check the numbers.

Status: Noted


R4-080823 Proposal on correlation matrices for 4x4 and 4x2 (Agilent)

It will be re-presented in Kansas.

Status: Noted


R4-080650, Discussion, Consideration on TDD test case w.r.t. UE specific reference symbol, CATT, 
The document presents some considerations on UE demodulation performance of using UE specific reference signals. It is proposed to test the demodulation performance based on UE-specific reference channel estimation in RAN4.
Comments: 

Nokia: main purpose is to verify that the UE can use the pilot, do we really need all these test cases?

CATT: in ran1 they have defined dedicated reference symbol, so maybe it is better to consider this in the test. This is proposed for TDD but maybe we can also use it for fdd. We should limit the number of test cases, and maybe some of them can be removed, this can be discussed further.

NTTDoCoMo: Is it mandatory?

CATT: this will depend on RAN 1.

Ericsson: there are quite a long discussion in ran1, so maybe it is better to set the baseline requirement and then see the rest when ran 1 will finalize the discussion.

Status: Noted

Simulation performance results.


R4-080590, Discussion, LTE UE PDCCH/PCFICH performance results, Texas Instruments Inc., 
Status: Noted


R4-080597, Discussion, LTE UE PDCCH/PCFICH demodulation result for SIMO case, LG Electronics, 
Status: Noted


R4-080603, Discussion, PDCCH&PCFICH simulation results, Nokia, 
Status: Noted


R4-080673, Discussion, PDCCH performance , Marvell, 
Status: Noted


R4-080676, Discussion, Control Channel (PDCCH/PCFICH) Simulation Results, Freescale, 
Status: revised in 797


R4-080797 Control Channel (PDCCH/PCFICH) Simulation Results (Freescale)

Status: Noted


R4-080704, Approval, LTE UE Demodulation Performance for SIMO 64 QAM and PDCCH/PCFICH , Motorola, 
Status: Noted


R4-080747, Discussion, PDCCH/PCFICH simulation results, Ericsson, 
Status: Noted


R4-080750, Discussion, PDCCH simulations results , NEC, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080589, Discussion, LTE UE PDSCH performance results, Texas Instruments Inc., 
Status: revised in 798


R4-080798
LTE UE PDSCH performance results (Texas Instruments Inc.)

Status: Noted


R4-080596, Information, LTE UE PDSCH demodulation results for SIMO case, LG Electronics, 
Status: Noted


R4-080601, Discussion, PDSCH simulation results, Nokia, 
Status: Noted


R4-080638, Discussion, LTE DL-SCH simulation results, NTT DoCoMo, 
Status: Noted


R4-080672, Discussion, PDSCH SIMO performance , Marvell, 
Status: Noted


R4-080675, Discussion, PDSCH SIMO-FDD Simulation Results, Freescale, 
Status: Noted


R4-080698, Discussion, PDSCH FDD simulation results, Ericsson, 
Status Noted


R4-080749, Discussion, PDSCH simulations results , NEC, 
Status: Noted


R4-080764, Discussion, PDSCH simulation results (revised), Nokia, 
Status: Noted


R4-080759, Discussion, Additional LTE UE Demodulation results for SIMO, InterDigital, 
Status: Noted


R4-080767
PDSCH simulation results without implementation margin (Fujitsu)

Status: Noted


R4-080768PDSCH simulation results with implementation margin (Fujitsu)

This is the only paper with simulation results with implementatio margin, it will be used next meeting.

Status: Noted


R4-080602, Discussion, TDD simulation results, Nokia, 
Status: Noted


R4-080649, Discussion, LTE TDD PDSCH results for SIMO case, CATT, 
Status: Noted


R4-080748, Discussion, PDSCH TDD simulation results, Ericsson, 
Status: Noted


R4-080811, Summary of the UE demodulation ad hoc (Nokia)

Motorola: concerned that we do not have requirements for this area in 36.101. Proposed way forward: Try to write a table in 36.101 to start giving guidance to ran4 and ran5.  

Ericsson: The intent of the document on common channel power was to transfer information., once we have agreed on the parameters we shuld be able to transfer info in the TS. 

Nokia: need to take into account that there are different bandwidth to be tested and different cases. Need to set a general requirement, neeed to define whch kind of tests,  which bands.

Status: Noted


R4-080812 Summary of FDD PDSCH and PDCCH results (Nokia)

Status: Noted


R4-080813 Summary of TDD PDSCH results (Nokia)

Status: Noted

5.2.2.5 Others

R4-080727, Discussion, Considerations on radio link failure, Nokia, 

In this contribution the radio link problem detection is discussed. It is proposed that the threshold setting and evaluation of radio link problem would be based on PCFICH, in similar manner as in UTRAN. To progress this RAN4 should evaluate the achievable radio link problem detection accuracy and corresponding levels. The required observation time for reliably detect the radio link problem should be analysed, and whether that is sufficiently fast to mitigate possible degradation in UL. Additionally it should be evaluated whether these can be set in a bandwidth agnostic manner, e.g. assuming 1.4MHz bandwidth as baseline.

Comments:

Qualcomm: Interesting to use PCFICH, but there is no CRC in this channel, no check to know if the decoding is correct or not.

Nokia: They agree, a part from PDSCH there are no channels with CRC, the PFICH is an indicator of what it can be seen.

Ericsson: in the LS from ran 1, pcfich, rs, pdsch should be investigated  If you use only pcfich you can have some problem, but for the moment they do not have results to see if including pdsch can give better results. If this is not the case, than we will limit to pfich. If should be better to it  limit to 1.4MHz.

NTTDoCoMo: Agrees with Nokia

Agilent: in 25.101 we have a test for out of sync requirement, can we specify a more general requirement for LTE to test the out of sync detection?

Conclusion: this is one possible way forward, but we need other consideration on other options.

Status: Noted


R4-080712, Discussion, Channel Model for MBSFN, Motorola, 
A channel model has been proposed for setting performance requirements for MBSFN in extended delay spread environments.  As the model is based on system simulations using large cells, the model should capture the maximum delay spread that will typically be observed for MBSFN transmissions.  Clarification: this is for 3Km/h

Comments:

Ericsson: they were planning to keep contributing, but it was an SA decision not to have MBSFN for Rel 8, the think that we do not need to work on that for the moment. It will pop up for REl 9.  Their proposal was based on EVA and reduced number of taps.

Motorola: 2 options: define channel models, put it in the spec and close the rel 8. Or we can put it in rel 9.

Ericsson: we should not put the channel model in the spec if there is no corresponding requirement.

R&S: would it be acceptable to have it in the TR only and not in the TS.

Chairman: we can include th reference to this contribution and other contributions saying that there are the basis for the discussion.

Conclusion:  reference these contributions in the TR , the discussion is post-poned to rel 9.

Status: Noted

5.2.3 MS EMC requirements

R4-080568, Approval, 3GPP TS 36.124 V0.0.1 (2008-03), Alcatel-Lucent, 

Status: Approved


R4-080569, Approval, Text proposal for Section 1 of TS 36.124, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Status: Approved


R4-080570, Approval, Text proposal for Section 2 of TS 36.124, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Status: Approved


R4-080571, Approval, Text proposal for Section 3 of TS 36.124, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Status: Approved


R4-080572, Approval, Text proposal for Section 5 of TS 36.124, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Status: Approved


R4-080573, Approval, Text proposal for Section 7 of TS 36.124, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Status: Approved


R4-080574, Approval, Text proposal for Section 8 of TS 36.124, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Sclable bandwidth ( same medology used for the BS.

Ericsson: Note in table 3, refer to the TCH (Traffic Channel). We can consider how to modify this definition.

Status: Approved.


R4-080575, Approval, Text proposal for Section 9 of TS 36.124, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Status: Approved.
5.2.4 BS requirements

R4-080613, Approval, TS 36.104: TP for general updates, Ericsson, 
Comments:

NSN: They have also a text proposal for section 7 and 8, in 782.

Status: Approved


R4-080577, Approval, TP to 36.104 for receiver characteristics and performance requirement sections, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status revised in 782


R4-080782 TP to 36.104 for receiver characteristics and performance requirement sections (Nokia Siemens Networks)
The text proposal includes suggestion for maximum number of HARQ transmissions and RV sequence. The maximum number of HARQ transmissions equal to 4 was agreed in [1]. The RV sequence of 0, 2, 3, 1, 0, 2, 3, 1 is recommended by RAN1 [2]. The PRACH simulation results are no longer valid due to changed simulation assumptions and have been removed. New results will be included at RAN4#46bis.

The two TP in 613 and 782 can be combined together, they are not contraddictory.

Status: Approved


R4-080614, Approval, TS 36.804 v1.1.0, Ericsson, 
Comments: 

CATT: some parts that in the last meeting were accepted are not included into this version. The modification in document 080030 referring to the band 39 TDD and others are not included. This document was only noted in the last meeting but the way forward was to implement these changes in the TR. These changes will be implemented in the next verison of the TR. 

Status: Approved.


R4-080615, Approval, TS 36.804: TP for general updates, Ericsson, 
Removed controversial info
Status: Agreed


R4-080766, Approval, Text proposal for 36.804 on modifications related to TDD frame structure optimisation, China Mobile, CATT, Ericsson.

Status: Approved


R4-080827 TS 36.104 v.8.1.0 bis (Ericsson)

Status: Endorsed


R4-080833 TR 36.804 v.1.2.0 (2008-04) (Ericsson)

Status:  Agreed

5.2.4.1 General, [For section 1 to 5 in TS36.104]

R4-080616, Approval, TS 36.104: TP for Base Station Classes, Ericsson, 

NSN: In general the proposal is fine but they still have some concerns with table 6.6.4.4-1 we have remove the wide area classification in utra spec, in utra we have different requirement for wide area. Need further discussions.

Ericsson: the requirement as proposed in the document, it can work with any utra BS, the colocation with different classes can be confusing. Discussed offline.

Conclusion: a part from the table 6.6.4.4-1 colocation of UTRA BS with E-UTRA BS, the group is happy with the proposal.

Status: revised in 817


R4-080817 TS 36.104: TP for Base Station Classes (Ericsson)

Status: Agreed


R4-080686, Discussion, Further consideration on spectrum efficiency, ZTE Corporation, 
Status: withdrawn

5.2.4.2 Transmitter requirement, [For section 6 in TS36.104]

R4-080612, Approval, TP to 36.104 on transmitter requirements, Ericsson, 
Comments:  (Tx dynamic range).

Agilent: It looks like the EVM is defined for the PDCH as a function of the modulation. Or do we specify the performance of the RS?

NSN: the proposal is what was in the TR, we limited the evm to the pdch, for the case when we have the same modulation

RS ( there should be included in the evm in the sense that in order to set the equalizer we have the reference receiver that has to demodulate the reference signal.

China Mobile: Clarify why the EVM spec is different w.r.t Wimax in 16QAM. Why there is this relaxation w.r.t QPSK?

NSN: no comments for wimax. For the QAM they have kept documenting all the results, all the companies have provided  results and methodology to compute the EVM in this case. We have looked at the impact of the tput as a function of the evm, for the dififerent modulation you can derive the max evm for a given tput loss.

R&S: Fine with the proposal, they have a TP as well for the TR, removing the [] on the 10ms averaging.

NXP: There will be an LS from RAN 1 on this subject in the next meeting that should be taken into account.

Nokia: The topic discussed in RAN 1 should not affect the proposal.
China-Mobile: concerns on the assumptions for the simulation assumptions (5% loss due to EVM). they do not agree with the numbers proposed. 

Qualcomm: Dynamic power allocation was not taken into account.Qualcomm would like to have the time to look into details.

Conclusion: for the moment we can agree on the changes including the figures for EVM We can reconsider it in the next meeting.

Status: Approved 


R4-080752, Approval, TP to TR36.804: LTE eNodeB EVM measurement, Rohde&Schwarz, 
Comments: remove of the frame structure 1 for TDD following ran 1 and the [] on the 10ms averaging

The editor should check the TDD frame structure references.

Status: Approved.


R4-080635, Approval, BS TX dynamic range, Panasonic, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
TX dynamic range of QPSK(PDCCH) is defined -6/+4dB

TX dynamic range of QPSK(PDSCH) is defined -6/+3dB (based on [1] agreed in last meeting, typo in CR implementation)

Remove square brackets.

Comments: the same changes are proposed in the document approved in doc 612.

Status: Noted


R4-080637, Approval, TP for 36.104, DL RS power, NTT DoCoMo, 
Ericsson: the difference between the PDSCH and RS is that if the indication of the power is wrong you will see an impact on the symbols.
NTTDoCoMo: in this requirement we consider only power setting accuracy.

Ericsson: Absolute power indication and the relative power indication between PDSCH and RS, this can show up in the EVM.

NSN: If we have a power offsef in the reference symbols,  in the evm measurement the chest will be impacted by the offset and you will see a degradation of the evm. 

Status: revised in 822


R4-080822 TP for 36.104, DL RS power (NTT DoCoMo, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Network)

Status: Agreed


R4-080651, Discussion, Transmit ON/OFF power for E-UTRA TDD BS, CATT, 
Comments:
Agilent: distinguish a period during which there is the requiremnt on the power and a period during which you do not have it. How to express the requirement?

Chairman: The gaps just before and after the tx period do not have any requirement for the power dimension, but off-power period and off-transmission period should have.

Motorola: Is there any requirement for the ACLR? We are discussing the transient period for ramping down or up, this can cause emission in the adjacent band, do we need requirements for this? 
CATT: Currently not, is ACLR defined as a time domain average?  currently there is no requirement for the out of band emissions due to transient period in the tdd spec. In UTRA we did not specify such a requirement. In case you have synchonized UE, this may cause less problem because it is the transient period for all

Motorola: what about tdd and fdd when they are adjacent?

Chairman: we have not specified any requirement eithr for UMTS or LTE. Maybe there are scenario where it could be useful to consider it.

Motorola: their understanding is that GERAN has this requirement. Need to check further.

Status: Noted


R4-080680, Discussion, eNB Impact of RS noise on EVM, Qualcomm Europe, 
In [1], the impact of EVM noise on the channel estimation and on the accuracy on the equalizer coefficient determination, and therefore on the measured EVM was described.  It was proposed that a 1% EVM margin should be used to capture the impact of the reference signal (RS) measurement noise. 

For this particular point they do not see the need for any margin because the equalizer has an accuracy due to the RS noise.  

Comments:

Ericsson: it is different from the paper by ericsson,. Have you assumed something for tx filter? 

Qualcomm: some tx filter, but not standard one.  

R&S:evm was simulated by just adding more noise, was there an effect? If you measure the evm and you compare the constellation, you slightly underestimate the evm, can this have an impact?

Qualcomm: it was assumed that the tx signal is perfectly known. Because of the very long averaging in time, you have a big processing gain, based on this it is difficult to see a non negligible degradation.

Agilent: test tolerances added here, we do not know exactly what it will be, but they will be surely different from 0.

NSN: R&S was showing that the EVM values for 64qam were higher than the one considered here.

Status: Noted


R4-080754, Approval, TP to 36.104 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP, Agilent Technologies, 
Same issue as for the UE. It is presumed that the correct handling of the window length for the first symbol which has a longer CP is to define EVM at the same guard time from the edge of the symbol rather than to maintain the same percentage or the same absolute length which would lead to a larger guard period.

Comments: 

Qualcomm: same contribution on the same topic some time ago, they had a similar contribution proposing to keep the same guard period. Last time the decision was to keep the window length the same and the modify the guard period.

R&S: no strong reason to extend a window length from a system point of view.

In the dl you have the pilot in the first symbol, we do some exception for cases that are maybe never used in conformanced testing.

Ericsson:why this evm definition? testing the quality of the bs quality. Their preference is not to include this exception.

Agilent: leaving undefined is not acceptable.

Ericsson: we measure evm as in the other symbol, use the same window length

R&S: keep the window length constant. We can remove the % column in Table 6.8.1.1-2  EVM window length

NSN: they are fine with the way forward, 1.4-3MHz, they have a TP to change them in 681. The method is fine but they want to change the numerical value.

Status: Revised in 795


R4-080795 TP to 36.104 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP (Agilent Technologies) revision of 754
Comments:

AL: No benefit to repeat the evm test for all the configuration we have.

Ericsson: this is for the TR and the TR is not completed. 

Status: Agreed


R4-080720, Discussion, DL EVM Requirement, Motorola, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080816 TS 36.104: TP for ACLR applicability (Ericsson)

Comments

Qualcomm: How this apply when you do not have adjacent carrier?

Ericsson: this is what the tp is about.

Vodafone:does this cover all the possible deployments?

Ericcson: The problem is when you have multicarrier BS, does the ACLR applies also for the carriers belonging to the set of carriers of the BS? 

In principle the ACLR in the TP is defined in a way that covers only the adjacent band below the lower carrier and above the highest carrier.  The TP is defining the applicability of the ACLR. Operators raise an issue on the possible deployment in the case it is not only macro deployment. RAN 4 has to think about different type of base station. What happens if you have mixed carriers or mixed technologies?

Status: Agreed


R4-080815 Combined TP for TS 36.104 v.8.1.0 from RAN 4 #46bis (Ericsson)

Status: withdrawn

5.2.4.3 Receiver requirement, [For section 7 in TS36.104]

R4-080562, Approval, Blocking co-location with other BS, Nokia Siemens Networks , 
Comments: Need further investigation in the context of BS classes. The editor of the TS can remove the wide area BS issue.

Status: Approved.

5.2.4.4 Performance requirement, [For section 8 in TS36.104]

R4-080592, Approval, Simulation assumptions on UL timing adjustment, NTT DoCoMo, 
Comments: Outcome of the discussion in the reflector.

Qualcomm: the stationary ue is at 0 point. We have to specify what is the absolute timing for the uplink signal. 

For the simulation we will never simulate absolute time.

Conclusion: these are the assumptions agreed in the reflector. 

Status: The content is agreed Revised in 804


R4-080804 Simulation assumptions on UL timing adjustment (NTT DoCoMo)

Status: Revised in 835


R4-080835 Simulation assumptions on UL timing adjustment (NTT DoCoMo)

Status: Agreed

R4-080802 PRACH Detection implementation margin results (Qualcomm Europe)

Status: Noted


R4-080775 Initial Simulation results on UL timing adjustment (NTTDoCoMo)

Status: Noted


R4-080578, Approval, PRACH simulation assumptions, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status: Agreed


R4-080681, Discussion, eNB PUCCH Multiuser Performance Test, Qualcomm Europe, 
Comments:  

NSN has one contribution in 582.

Need more offline discussions in the reflector.
Status: Noted


R4-080582, Discussion, On additional performance requirements for PUCCH and PUSCH channels, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Comments: prioritarize the current work
NTTDoCoMo: They want to focus on the current work item first and for the new one we can do something later .

Status: Noted


R4-080793 Way forward on demodulation performance requirements for UL control signaling (NTTDoCoMo)

Comments: This contribution provides NTTDoCoMo views on how to define the performance requirements for UL control signalling.

Very good summary of the possibility.
Qualcomm: Possible adding an other case for CQI. 

Status: Noted


R4-080721, Discussion, UL Timing Adjustment Performance, Motorola, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080580, Information, Simulation results with implementation margin for PRACH, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status Noted


R4-080594, Information, PRACH impairment simulation result s with revised assumption, LG Electronics, 
Status: Noted


R4-080608, Discussion, PRACH simulation results with impairments, Ericsson, 
Status: Noted


R4-080610, Discussion, Ideal simulation results for PRACH preamble format 4, Ericsson, 
Comments: Preamble 4 is suited for high geometry.

Status: Noted


R4-080722, Discussion, PRACH Performance for TDD, Motorola, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080579, Information, Simulation results with implementation margin for PUCCH, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status Noted


R4-080593, Discussion, LTE eNode B demodulation results for PUCCH with impairment, LG Electronics, 
Status Noted


R4-080609, Discussion, PUCCH simulation results with impairments, Ericsson, 
Status Noted


R4-080642, Discussion, Simulation results for PUCCH  with impairment, Huawei, 

Status: Withdrawn


R4-080724, Discussion, PUCCH Performance, Motorola, 
Status Noted


R4-080794 PUCCH simulation results with implementation margin (Alcatel-Lucent)

Status: Noted


R4-080581, Information, TDD PUSCH ideal simulation results, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status: Noted


R4-080611, Discussion, Ideal simulation results for TDD PUSCH, Ericsson, 
Status: Noted


R4-080652, Discussion, PUSCH simulation results for E-UTRA TDD, CATT, 
Status: Noted


R4-080723, Discussion, PUSCH Performance for TDD, Motorola, 
Status: Noted


R4-080770, Discussion, PUSCH simulation results with implementation margin, Alcatel-Lucent, 
Status: Noted


R4-080783 Summary of  PUSCH results with impairments (Ericsson)

Status: Noted


R4-080784 Summary of  PRACH results with impairments (Ericsson)

Status: Noted


R4-080785 Summary of  PUCCH results with impairments (Ericsson)

Status:Noted


R4-080786 Summary of ideal TDD PUSCH results (Ericsson)

Status: Noted


R4-080787 Minutes of eNodeB demodulation ad-hoc (Ericsson) 

Comments: Qualcomm has concerns on the exact time adjustment that can not be considered  in real life because of propagation for example. (RAN 1 has specified TA between DL and UL frames. But because of channel fading the BS need to be able to consider the times (-x+TA,TA+x) )

Status: Noted


R4-080814 TP for 36.104 on performance requirements (Ericsson)

Qualcomm results: they agree not to consider the qualcomm results in order to consider the avergae and to take them into consideration in next meeting in order to have the reuslts more aligned.

Status: Agreed

5.2.4.5 Others
No documents under this agenda item.
5.2.5 BS EMC requirements

R4-080619, Discussion, EMC for BS equipment divided into more than one cabinet, Ericsson, 
Comments: 
NSN: BS is devided into cabinet. In the text Ericsson write that  in the case the bs is in different cabinet we should test it separately. We should keep it as optional, in order to reduce the testing time, there should be the possibility to test them jointly.

Ericsson: agree that it should be an option. This is an option in the case you have more cabinets.

NSN: fig 3 and 4, separate unit, what is the intention, is it to use the same EMC requirement fot both of the units ?

Ericsson: the intention is to have the same requirement.

Ericsson: plan to present CRs for meeting 47.

A-L:  in figure 4,  where the blue box  belong to. (Is it part of the test equipment or is it specific to the BS?)

Ericsson: it could be possible to have it in the test equipment but since the interface is not open, then it will be specific to the BS vendor.

Status: Noted

5.2.6 BS Conformance testing

R4-080659, Approval, TS 36.141 E-UTRA Base Station (BS) conformance test V0.2.1, Fujitsu (Eidtor), 
Status: Agreed


R4-080791 BS Conformance test ad-hoc minutes (Ericsson, Fujitsu)

Status: Agreed


R4-080828 TS 36.141 E-UTRA Base Station (BS) conformance test V0.3.0 (Fujitsu (Eidtor))

Comments

NSN: text proposal for performance requirement  for 2RX MIMO 8.4.1.2-2 2 rx antennas, performance  0, 14.5 ( -14.5

The editor will take care of this change.

Annex I: (format) Editor note. When the reference of all the annex will be removed then the annex will be removed.

Test tolerances will be captured in annex H. There is a table having a reference to TT

It will be resubmitted as version 0.3.1.

Status: Agreed

5.2.6.1 General, [For section 1 to 5 in TS36.141]

R4-080583, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (sections 2  4.5), Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status: Agreed


R4-080617, Approval, TS 36.141: TP for Chapter 4 (General test conditions and declarations), Ericsson, 
Comments: 4.6.6 yellow marks were already present in the previous version.

Status: Agreed


R4-080565, Approval, On E-UTRA Test Models in TS36.141, Nokia Siemens Networks , 
Comments:

R&S: In evm def  we need to state that we use synchro channel when applicable. Do we need those test model in the dl.

Status: Noted


R4-080605 Downlink test models for 36.141 (Ericsson)

Comments: 

NTTDoCoMo: 6.02 in table 1 evm testing is needed in this requirement

A-L:  test model 1 in table 1, modulation is always qpsk, can u clarify that it is defined for QPSK, 16QAM, 64QAM. What kind of power distribution for TM1, are you trying to get some power difference based on real life distribution?

Ericsson: TM 1 QPSK, TM 2 16QAM, TM 3 64QAM, tm1 runs at the maximum power as in NSN.

Way forward: off line discussions to see what are the essential features. We have some ACLR, spurious…, do we need to have power dynamics in these tests, we can decide if TM 1 has a flat psd to avoid duplication of the the tests. We need to ask also if we can do the evm test by using the test that combine the modulations. 

Status: Noted


R4-080563, Approval, Specified frequency range in TS36.141, Nokia Siemens Networks , 
It is proposed to include the text for section 4.7 in [1] as shown in Annex A. It is proposed to introduce a table specifying minimum supported BWs to be tested for each E-UTRA band. It is also proposed how the limitation can be introduced for receiver blocking requirement by specifying in-band and out-of-band blocking requirements separately.

Comments:

Motorola:  for some operating band the worst case if the edge case. Wouldn’t be better to test it in the band edge more than in the middle?

NSN: this area need to be discussed further, they used a similar approach in utra already, for spurious and blocking we have used the middle band

Motorola: LTE is probably asked to work under more particular configuration.

Ericsson: we have also a slightly different definition of spurious emission w.r.t UTRA, maybe it is important to reconsider the test.  Motorola: Consider that you have band 4 that support only 10MHz BS, by following this table you are not testing it at all. Maybe it would be better to test the lowest and the highest bandwidth supported by the BS.

NSN: add some text to clarify the meaning of the table, by adding that, if the BS supports only 10MHz of course the test should be do for this.

Motorola: test =RF test not demodulation test

NSN: for PUCCH and PSCCH we have already agreed to have the min and max bandwidth supported.

China Mobile: table 2, in band 40, 10MHz bandwidth ( H and 38, 10MHz ( L .

Motorola: are we considering symmetrical bandwidth (UL-DL)?

NSN: currently working with symmetrical bandwidth to start the work. 

Status: Revised in 803


R4-080803 Specified frequency range in TS36.141 (Nokia Siemens Networks )

Status: Agreed


R4-080604, Discussion, Text proposal for chapter 4.7, Ericsson, 
They have a combined TP in 803.

Status: Noted


R4-080561, Text Proposal, Addition of first eNodeB Test system uncertainties and Test Tolerances, Anritsu, 
Way forward: expect some revised text proposal for the test tolerances. Keep the discussion on how to organize the structure of the spec in the reflector, proposal in next meeting

Status: revised in 806


R4-080806 Addition of first eNodeB Test system uncertainties and Test Tolerances (Anritsu)

R&S: annex G, test having higher uncertainity, there is a relation to a formula G.2-1 to derive it, that seems not to be correct. Remove the Annex G.

Anritsu:  wants to have the same approach taken between BS and UE conformance specs. Not rush to approve the specs.

Way Forward: Text proposal will be considered as basis for further discsussion.

Status: Noted


R4-080661, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 5: Frequency bands and arrangement)", Fujitsu, 
Comments: Section 5.4.1 the sentence is slightly different from the core spec, figure 5.2-1 it may have a DC subcarrier. This can be modified by the editor.

NSN: comments for the wording: 5.4.1, 5.4.2, 5.4.3 we need to align the text in all of the section with the core spec.

Status: Revised in  799


R4-080799 Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 5: Frequency bands and arrangement)" (Fujitsu)

Status: Agreed

5.2.6.2 Transmitter requirement, [For section 6 in TS36.141]

R4-080662, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.2: Base station output power), Fujitsu, 
Comments:

NSN: in 6.2 definition, it would be good to align the text with 25.104, we can change the last sentence and move it in 6.2.1, discussed offline. In section 6.2.1 error in the reference.

Ericsson: section 6.2.5 table reference is not correct.

Status: revised in 800


R4-080800 Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.2: Base station output power) (Fujitsu)

Status:  Agreed


R4-080663, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.5.2: Frequency error), Fujitsu, 
Comments:

Agilent: use change track. (not removing the text.). 

The editor will implement it into the TS

Status: Agreed.


R4-080664, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.1: Occupied bandwidth), Fujitsu, 
Comments:
NSN: section 6.6.1.4.1 referring reference to subcaluse 4.6, not 4.7.

The modification will be done by the editor.

Status: Agreed


R4-080665, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.2: Adjacent Channel Leakage power Ratio (ACLR)), Fujitsu, 
Comments:

NSN: 6.6.2.1 ( single carrier or multicarrier is deleted, this is mentioned in the core spec, and it should not be removed in the test spec before considering the core spec. 

Section 6.6.2.4.1 ( reference 4.7, what is the meaning of the sentence looking at the 36.104?  those are specifiing channel bandwidth for ACLR, more than transmit channel configuration.

Table: ACLR limit defined as 44dB + TT this should be 44dB-TT, we should relax the requirement by TT not thighen it

Status: Revised in 801


R4-080801 Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.2: Adjacent Channel Leakage power Ratio (ACLR)) (Fujitsu)

NSN: note in 6.6.2.5 absolute limits for cat A and B they beleve that we should not have test tolerances.

Editor will take care of the modification

Status: Agreed


R4-080666, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.4: Transmitter spurious emissions ), Fujitsu, 
Comments: 

Ericsson: second paragraph ( delete

NSN: section 6.6.4.1.2 defines the min requirements. Instead of specifing them in this section we can refer to 36.104, because we can include all spurious emisssion requirement. Similar comment as before for reference 4.7.

Status: Revised in 826


R4-080826 Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.4: Transmitter spurious emissions ) (Fujitsu)

Status: Agreed


R4-080818 Way Forward on E-UTRA test models (Nokia Siemens Network)

Not clear the interaction of the TM w.r.t the test procedure. 

Status: Agreed

5.2.6.3 Receiver requirement, [For section 7 in TS36.141]

R4-080606, Approval, TS 36.141: TP for section 7, Ericsson, 
Status: Agreed


R4-080584, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 7), Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status: Agreed.


R4-080660, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Removal of FS2 etc.), Fujitsu, 
Status: Agreed

5.2.6.4 Performance requirement, [For section 8 in TS36.141]

R4-080585, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 8), Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status: revised in 777


R4-080777 Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 8) (Nokia Siemens Networks)

Revised in 792


R4-080792 Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 8) (Nokia Siemens Networks)

A-L: if  we agree on these values, is there any final chance to modify them if they would like to provide some other simulation results in the next meeting. (the agreement was to take away the [].)

NSN: in the last ran 4 meeting we agreed to finalize the requirement, they propose to finalize the requirement for PUSCH for this meeting and then the requirement for PUCCH can be finalized in the next meeting.

Status: Agreed

5.2.6.5 Others

R4-080586, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Annex A), Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Comments: A.6.1 the grid is not visible. Editor can take care.

Status: Agreed.


R4-080587, Approval, Text proposal for TS36.141 (Annex B), Nokia Siemens Networks, 

Status: Agreed


R4-080564, Approval, Environmental requirements in TS36.141, Nokia Siemens Networks , 
Status: Agreed


R4-080566, Approval, ICS test set-up correction in TS36.141, Nokia Siemens Networks , 
Status: Agreed.


R4-080607, Approval, TS 36.141: TP for Annex K, Ericsson, 
Status: Agreed

5.2.7 RRM requirements
[ need to re-discuss 
R4-080733, LS in, LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking  (GP-080395 Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: ), TSG GERAN ] 


5.2.7.1 General, [For section 1 to 3 in TS36.133]  
5.2.7.2
E-UTRAN RRC_IDLE state mobility, [For section 4 in TS36.133]

R4-080655, Approval, Priority-based cell reselection requirements, NTT DoCoMo, Inc., 
Open issues are open:

· the periodicity of searching higher priority layers (Proposal Periodicity of searching higher priority layers: 30 s, Limiting the number of layers to be searched at one time to 2, taking into account battery life)

· whether the value above is fixed or configurable (Proposal:??)
· whether different values are applied to each layer(Proposal:??)

Related document in 772.

Comments:

Vodafone: the ue searches only for the first 2 layers continously in 1 cycle, or can we change the layers?

NTTDOCoMo: proposal is not to limit the  number of layers. 

Motorola: 2 layers are searched within a cycle (30seconds). Need to discussed further the reason behind the choice of 30sec.

Status: noted

R4-080774 Higher priority cell searches for LTE    (Vodafone)
In RAN WG2 discussions the requirement to conserve battery consumption in the UE was raised, and it was proposed that the frequency that a UE searches for cells belonging to higher priority layers should be less than that of intra-frequency measurements. Hence there was the suggestion that a separate periodicity value would need to be specified to indicate how often the UE should search for cells belonging to higher priority layers.

Comments:

Orange: support the contribution, benefit for a configurable cell detection timer.

Vodafone: three or 4 values will be sufficient. It is useful to be able to configure this value in case you see that in the network there is  UE who is consuming too much battery. This gives more flexibility

Nokia: for the 2nd point,  they are contributing in next meeting. For the 3rd point, i caution because we want to avoid to loose the hysteresis between the layers. If you change dynamically the priority of the layers, this can create ping pong effect.

For the 4th point: The number they are proposing as fixed value can give a good level of confidence.

Last point: need to be sure that we take into consideration /restricting the number of layers in the spec.

Vodafone: we need to try to make sure that the mobility definition is accurate.

Ericsson: point 2: if this approch is adaptive, the measurement accuracy is the same, but the reselection of cell is faster

The fact of inking it to the cell size, it is not sure that it can be done in practice.

Vodafone: priority layer( the most flexible approach you signal two sets, 1 for high speed and the other for low speed, they agree with ericsson for the measurement process. They do not understand why it can be a problem, in general you know where you are because you are in  a macro cell, unless you are in home node B.

Status: Noted


R4-080717, Approval, Performance Requirements and Text Proposal for Idle reselection in 36.133, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status: revised in 772.


R4-080772 Performance Requirements and Text Proposal for Idle reselection in 36.133 (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Comments:

Motorola: for the serving cell the half drx cycle ( lower requirement than UTRA, relaxation of the values. Need to think further.

Nokia: the assumption is that the serving cell measurement will be measured at least every drx cycle. (4.2.2.1, ue should measure every drx cycle, the intention is not to have a more stringent requirement but to have a minimum requirement.)

Motorola: Section 7 the high priority:  do not need to be specified in ran4, if they have to specify this timer, how to set it?

Nokia: it is more ran 2 spec. and ran 5. 

Status: Noted


R4-080621, Approval, TP: Cell Reselection Requirements, Ericsson, 
Comments:

Nokia: similarities between the 621 and 772, the values that ericsson have proposed here are shorter than the one proposed by nokia. Are these to be considered as general detection time ,it is not really defined what detection means.

Ericsson: if we define the requirement in a very general way than we have to revisit the numbers. 

Motorola:  Not clear the interpretation of the reduction time, are these requrement generic? Have you configured it for the worst case?

Ericsson: once you search, depnding on the drx cycle there must be some requirement figures. 

Vodafone: detection time is dependent on how many layers you are searching for?

Nokia: in their TP in intra freq. there is a dependency. It is not the case for different RAT.

Ericsson: when there is a searching for a UTRA RAT, it will depend on the number of carriers it is searching for. It scales with the number of carriers you are searching for. 

Vodafone: identify the cell within 30sec, is this aligned in 25.133.

Nokia: in 25.133 in inter-freq, section 4.2.2.3, the requirements seems to be scaled with N carrier-1.

Status: Noted


R4-080705, Discussion, High and low speed mobility outstanding issues, Vodafone, 
Comments:

NTTDoCoMo: They have the impression that  2 filters will not work well. They do not want to have the too much complexity in the UE. They are investigating it more. Feedback from vendor are welcomed.

Ericsson: find an approach that is simpler and that works. It could be done in a simpler way. They proposed a scaling of the parameters, this is similar to what we have in connected mode. In conteccted mode we have the possibility to have 2 instances of the filter, using the same sort of parameters as in connected mode can simplify the method. They agree with the principle of having 2 filters but they need to do more study in order to find out if to consider the same set of parameters as in connected mode.

Nokia: need to see if there are simpler mode.

Status: Noted


R4-080725, Discussion, Initial evaluation of the UE mobility state detection, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
NTTDoCoMo: it make senses to scale the parameters with the speed of the UE, the UE speed estimation is not good eough but they agree with the scaling on the parameters depending on that.
Nokia: They are only trying the determine the parameters value, in order to use the method.

Ericsson: 3 mobility (Medium, High, Low) but there are only 2 values of Qhyst, so for the simulations there are only 2 possible states, which case is accociated with which value of Qhyst, i.e 3, 50, 300Km, for which one u use 2dB or 3dB for Qhyst. In figure 1 ( but the text says  HO per UE. 

Nokia:  Figure 1, is re-selction. Qhyst =3 for High mobility, and 2 for low to medium mobility.

Status: Noted

5.2.7.3 E-UTRAN RRC_CONNECTED state mobility, [For section 5 in TS36.133]
622 and 714: the text proposal has some level of overlap . 


R4-080622, Approval, TP: Handover Requirements, Ericsson, 
Comments:

Nokia: definition of the interruption time, reference to 36.101, it may be better to refer to .213. 

Status: Noted


R4-080714, Approval, Text proposal for handover execution performance requirements from E-UTRAN to GSM, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Comments: discussion how to merge the text proposal for the overlap. 

Ericsson: interest in having also the blind handover between E-UTRA and GERAN . Ericsson has an interest in having both the requirements.

T-Mobile agrees.

Status: Noted


R4-080715, Approval, Text proposal for handover execution performance requirements from E-UTRAN to UTRA, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Comments:

Ericsson: KC=1 it maybe difficult ot have a soft handoff, blind HO: from network side there is an interest in doing blind HO specially when the cell are colocated. They would like to support the blind HO.

Motorola:  Is the document suggesting no need to blind HO for E-UTRA to UTRA?

T-Mobile: they want to keep the possibility.

Nokia: the blind HO can be discussed further but maybe for the E-UTRA -UTRA soft HO part can be approved.

Status: revised in 837


R4-080837 Text proposal for handover execution performance requirements from E-UTRAN to UTRA (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Status: Agreed


R4-080729, Approval, UE processing time proposal for E-UTRAN handover execution, Nokia, 
Comments:  20 ms processing time acceptable.

Status: Agreed


R4-080830 Handover Requirements in 36.133 (Ericsson)

Status: Agreed

5.2.7.4
RRC Connection Mobility Control, [For section 6 in TS36.133]
5.2.7.5
Timing and Signalling characteristics, [For section 7 in TS36.133]
5.2.7.6 UE Measurements Procedures in RRC_CONNECTED State [For section 8 in TS36.133]

R4-080758, Discussion, Scheduling of LTE measurement gaps for inter-frequency and inter-RAT monitoring, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 

Comments:

Vodafone:  single RRC procedure, RRC message is used to configure different measurements, and in the message you prioritize which measuremnt comes first, Can change the priority by reconfiguring?  If you have a prioritized seraching, do we need to test it?

Ericsson: fig1. RRC LTE inter frequency activation or intra frequency. Do you propose to have 1 carrier at a time or multiple carrier is possible?

Nokia: It is exaplained in the conclusion, an active gap monitor a single layer, they propose that if there is more than 1 frequency they are still monitored by the UE. For the time out, requirement are needed in order to set the time that the network has to do the measurement

Vodafone:  Have you considered a RRC message per measurement type ?

Nokia: they consider it, it makes more difficult if the eNB changes its mind as the process is proceeding, it takes away some flexibility. 
Status: Noted


R4-080656, Approval, Inter-frequency/RAT monitoring requirements in RRC_CONNECTED, NTT DoCoMo, Inc., 
Proposals: 
The number of inter-frequency carriers should be defined as 3 or 4.
The number of inter-frequency cells per carrier should be defined as 4.
The priority-based scheme should also apply to RRC_CONNECTED when performing inter-frequency/ RAT /RATr-RAT measuremerementsview f requirements. 
















































































measurements.
NTTDoCoMo: proposal 3 about the prioritization in connected mode: in idle mode the ue does not measure the low priority layer, in connected mode, the frequency of the measurement is the same among the layer, the network can decide to do the HO based on the layer report.

Motorola: proposal 1. more than 2 inter-frequency carriers deployed: it needs to be in line with the UTRAN spec where the eNB can choose to prioritize different layers. Proposal 3. reuse the number of cells from 6 to 4. Cell detection problem is not symmetric, there is not much more cost  for the UE to do 4 or 6 cells. Priority ( sequence of diffent layers: by priority it does not mean that you allocate more time, but rather a sequence. 

NTTDoCoMo: the highest impact is visible when the number of carriers increases, if the numb of cell increases than it is not impacing too much. This is in line with Motorola’s comment. For the priority based scheme, they intent to prioritize the order, not to give more time.

Status: Noted


R4-080760, Discussion, Number of Measurement Gap Sequence, Panasonic, 
Comments: the document is discussed in ran 2.
Nokia: having multiple monitor gaps in sequence, they may have some concerns, if 3 RATs have to be monitor in parallel. Gap density can become rather high, and it can have some impact in the user tput. Case 2 in section 2, challenge faced in ran 4 to see what the perfomance will be.

NTTDoCoMo: They agree with Nokia, in UL if we increase the gap density the tput performance will be degraded.

Status: Noted


R4-080699, Discussion, Simultaneous Multiple Inter-Frequency and Inter-RAT Monitoring, Ericsson, 
Comments: 

RIM: scheme 2 is a good proposal

Status: Noted


R4-080641, Discussion, E-UTRAN FDD-FDD inter frequency measurement gap period and measurement period, Huawei,

E-UTRAN FDD - FDD inter frequency measurement gap periodicities start with 40, 120 ms, other periodicities and gap lengths can be investigated. Two methods for the value of inter frequency measurement period are discussed in [1].
Status: Noted


R4-080702, Approval, TP: FDD Inter-frequency RSRP Cell Search Requirements, Ericsson, 
Motorola: decision in last meeting was that we were looking at 1.4MHz. We sent an LS to ran2.

Ericsson: this is cell search. It covers the cell search and the measurement requirement. They reproduce this table 1 to indicate what is the meaning of the measurement. 

Motorola: the measurement period has consequences in the identification time.

Ericsson The definition of the variable T_Basic_Identify_Inter is not given here, they ask companies if the use of the expression acceptable, the values still need to be discussed.

Motorola: the use of the expression is fine.

Way forward: The expression will be reconsidered once the definition is clarified.

Status: Noted


R4-080595, Discussion, E-UTRA Intra-Frequency Cell search Performance Result, LG Electronics, 
Status: Noted


R4-080691, Discussion, LTE cell identification performance in multi-cell environment, NXP, 

Status: Noted


R4-080640, Discussion, Intra-Frequency cell identification performance results in asynchronous scenario, Huawei, 
Status: revised in 778


R4-080778 Intra-Frequency cell identification performance results in asynchronous scenario (Huawei)

Status: Noted


R4-080763, Discussion, Further simulation results for Intra-Frequency cell identification performance in asynchronous scenario, Huawei, 
Status revised in 779


R4-080779 Further simulation results for Intra-Frequency cell identification performance in asynchronous scenario (Huawei)

Status:  Noted


R4-080687, Discussion, Performance Results for Intra-Frequency Cell Identification in Asynchronous Scenario, Samsung, 
Status: Noted


R4-080765 Updated Performance Results for Intra-Frequency Cell Identification in Synchronous Scenario (Samsung)

Status: Noted


R4-080769, Discussion, Simulation results for LTE intra frequency cell identification, Fujitsu, 
Status: Noted


R4-080703, Discussion, LTE Intra-frequency Cell Search Simulation Results for the Asynchronous Case, Motorola, 
Comments raised by Motorola on simulation assumptions.
Need to discuss the assumption that the UE knows the timing when the new cells appears.

Need to discuss further the fact of defining the detection time jointly with the RSRP

Need to discuss further the simulation cases.

Requirement based on a-synchro or synchro?

Comments:

Qualcomm: synchro vs a-synchro: originally the idea was to look at a-syncho and syncrho case and pick the worst case.

Status: Noted


R4-080588, Discussion, Further performance results for Intra-Frequency cell search for LTE, Texas Instruments Inc. , 
Status: Noted


R4-080631, Discussion, E-UTRA Intra-Frequency Cell Identification Performance Results, Ericsson, 
Status: Noted


R4-080716, Discussion, UE Measurement performance requirements for LTE_RRC_Connected with large DRX cycles, Nokia, 
Intrafrequency mobility with large DRX cycle

· We agree with the conclusion in [1] that 80ms and greater DRX cycles could be considered as “large”, where some different performance requirements may be considered to allow sufficient UE power savings

· Intra-frequency cell identification requirements for large DRX could either be developed by modifying the side conditions in which cell identification requirements are met, or by scaling the non-DRX cell identification time requirements. Cell search rate should be some multiple of the DRX cycle length.

·  Intra-frequency measurement period requirements for large DRX should be a muiltiple of the DRX cycle length. The exact multiplier used would depend on the trade-off between allowing for L1 averaging, or getting faster measurement event reporting.

· It should be discussed and checked by RAN4 whether the normal accuracy requirements for intra-frequency measurements would still be applicable. This depends on the requirement for the measurement period and especially if it has been optimised to provide faster measurement reports based on an (assumed) reduced number of L1 measurement samples.

For inter-frequency and inter RAT measurements, RAN2 has already reached agreement that the UE will always be configured with a measurement gap pattern whenever inter-freq/RAT measurement needs to be performed by the UE. However, it is our understanding that the intention of this RAN2 agreement is not to limit UE power saving opportunities but rather allow simple and rather similar UE inter-frequency and inter-RAT measurement implementation regardless of DRX cycle (e.g. without more advanced UE measurement strategies for power saving purposes) For the purposes of RAN4 work, we need to consider further that

· Even though a measurement gap pattern has been configured, this does not preclude the UE from making measurements at some other times, either additionally, or instead of, the times indicated by the measurement gap pattern

· From a power consumption perspective it would be beneficial for RAN4 to consider that inter-frequency or inter-RAT measurements might be performed at around the time of the “RX On” portion of the DRX cycle, rather than part way through the “RX off” phase. This is similar to the assumptions which RAN4 typically makes for idle mode mobility requirements

· From a power consumption perspective it would be beneficial for RAN4 to develop DRX cycle dependent requirements for inter-frequency and inter-RAT cell identification and measurement period. Such requirements would be applicable whenever large DRX cycles are active, and would provide a tool to operators to further improve battery life experienced by users who do not have significant data transfer in progress.
Way forward: not point raised, we will work further in this area.

Status:  Noted

Conclusions: All the companies show results with 800ms with SNR  of -6dB. Motorola raise a comment by saying that for the moment the companies did not give implementaiton margin and how to compute implemnentation margin still needs to be discussed.


R4-080623, Approval, TP: Measurement Requirements, Ericsson, 
Nokia: In sorrento we sow a TP from Motorola: they wanted more time to check. This is a different approach w.r.t the one proposed in Sorrento, this is based on cell FACH. The previous one was better: there was more implementaiton freedom.

Editorial comment: The reference to 3GPP standard in an other format.  

Ericsson: rigid approach used to allocate the gaps: this will be left to UE implementation but we need to define the requirement. Open to discussion with Motorola and Nokia.

Status: Noted. Need further discussion

5.2.7.7 Measurements Performance Requirements for UE, [For section 9 in TS36.133]

R4-080632, Approval, TP: E-UTRA Intra-frequency Cell Search Requirements, Ericsson, 
Comments: 

Motorola: Need to discuss further before converging to Ior/Ioc threshold. The requirement are generic applying to synchrnous or non synchronous case,  need further discussion.

Ericsson: we can first have a look at the siulation results. Measurement period: 200ms in non DRX was already settled since a long time, otherwise we can not decide the requirement, we need to fix some parameters and see the implications in other parameters.

Status: Noted.


R4-080633, Approval, TP: Intra-frequency Cell Search Requirements in DRX, Ericsson, 
Aspects related to cell search: Cell search delay. The cell search delay requirements are applicable under following conditions or signal levels:

· SCH reception level

· RSRP level

We suggest that only cell search delay is relaxed as a function of DRX cycle length. This means signal levels are the same as specified in non DRX case. Further it is suggested not to relax the cell search requirements up to certain DRX cycle length.
Comments:

Fujitsu: If the text is appoved the UE should wake up 40ms every DRX cycle.

Ericsson: when the DRX is less or equal to 40ms, the UE should be able to identify cells, then it is a UE implementation how much the UE needs to wake up? 

Nokia: need clarification in the scaling factor in the formula (1+T_{Drx_cycle}/T_{DRX_cycle_BAsic}), there is also the possibility by the network to shorten the DRX cycle if needed to improve the mobility.

Motorola: it would be good to give requirement in terms of multiple of DRX cycle. Concerns on the cross over points of 40ms, more power for the 40ms case cell indentification as compared to 80ms. Motorola needs further investigation.

Status: Noted


R4-080762, Discussion, E-UTRA Inter-Frequency Cell Identification Requirements, Motorola, 
Status: Withdrawn


R4-080627, Approval, TP: Intra-frequency RSRP Requirements in DRX, Ericsson, 
Need further offline discussion and clarifications.

Status: Noted


R4-080653, Discussion, Discussion on inter-frequency RSRP measurement for E-UTRA TDD, CATT, 
Comments:

Ericsson: they provided simulation in last meeting, one difference is that it has been assumed that the typical size of DwPTS  is 9symbols for TBTS this has an impact expecially for scenario 1, in Ericsson contribution measurement period of 800ms, so this has a big imapct. RAN 4 has to decide the typical configuration, this contribution suggests that a typical configuration is 2DL - 1 UL and DwPTS >= 9symbols, if this is acceptable ran 4 should concentrate on this configuration and give results on that.

Conclusion: this is one of the possible typical conclusion, and we need to work further to set the requirements. How to derive minimum requirements still need to be defined.

Status: Noted


R4-080688, Discussion, Absolute RSRP Intra-frequency Measurement Accuracy Requirements, Samsung, 
Comments:

The simulation is based on the typical RSRP level. Maybe some side effects should be considered. The values are not intended for requirements.

Status: Noted


R4-080689, Discussion, Relative RSRP Intra-frequency Measurement Accuracy Requirements, Samsung, 
Status: Noted


R4-080700, Discussion, Impact of Number of Transmit Antennas on RSRP Measurement Requirement, Ericsson, 
Status: withdrawn


R4-080713, Approval, Text Proposal to 36.133 for Measurement Procedure and Measurement Performance on Measuring cdma2000 HRPD/1xRTT from E-UTRAN, Motorola, Alcatel-Lucent, Nortel, Verizon, 
Comments:

Qualcomm: would like to have some time to evaluate the proposal. The document will be re-submitted to the next meeting.
Status: Noted


R4-080726, Approval, UE RSRP Accuracy Requirements, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 

Status: Noted


R4-080701, Approval, Use of Number of Transmit Antennas for RSRP Measurement, Ericsson, 
Status: Noted

Orange: there are some differences between two documents 688 and 726.  The two documents show the same values for the relative accuracy, but  for the absolute accuracy there are some differences. Which document we should consider?

Ericsson: In 726 Nokia includes some RF implications, Samsung document 688 did not. This can be seen in absolute accuracy. 

Way Forward: Send an LS to RAN 1. But before some information in 726 needs to be checked.

Status: Noted


R4-080654, Approval, Proposals on Value ranges of mobility IEs, NTT DoCoMo, Inc., 
Comments:

Control channel in Lte is not the max power, but only a fraction of the power, is the use of max power correct. Can UE know the tx downlink power?

Motorola: what about if you have beamforming in the BS, what about for 20MHz channel (43 is conducted power, in the antenna the power will be higher)

NTTDoCoMo: they did not consider the beamforming but considering the basic lte configuration, for both cdma and lte there is included the antenna gain. The LTE cell should be the same as the cdma cell, the boundaries are the same, so we need to have the same values. 

Qualcomm: when consider the case of 20Mhz the values are different, is this captured in the 6dB extension.

NTTDoCoMo: they consider 6dB increase for the 20Mhz, but it depends on the operators. 

Qualcomm: 46dB for 20MHz not 49dB as in this contrib.

Motorola: agree with the proposal 3, Qhyst typical values are low, for Qoffset it is beneficial to use a smaller step size for low value. Motorola proposed to change the the granularity of Qoffset.

Nokia: proposal 2: the values goes well below the lowest border, the rationale? Is it necessary?

NTTDoCoMo: they agree, they can accept to reduce the granularity for very low range.

Orange: -10 for CPICH Ic/Ior is it considered to be a typical value or a worst value. 
NTTDoCoMo: always it is used like that.

Releted contribution in 625

Status: Noted


R4-080625, Approval, Reporting Range of RSRP, Ericsson, 
Two proposal for the reporting range of RSRP.

RSRP reporting range is suggested to be specified between -44 dBm to -133 dBm.
Status: Noted


R4-080626, Approval, TP: FDD Inter-frequency RSRP Measurement Requirements, Ericsson, NTTDoCoMo
Point that should be considered

· Physical layer measurement period (L1 period)

· Measurement bandwidth

· Measurement accuracy

· Minimum number of inter-frequency cells to measure

· Minimum number of intra-frequency cells to measure

· Number of inter-frequency carriers

We have to define both RSRP and RSRQ requirements. They propose only the structure of the requirement not the figures.

Comments:

NTTDoCoMoThey want to add also the requirement for higher measurement bandwidth

Motorola:  you can have +-2dB ripple for the filter, Does this have an imapct in the accuracy, is the accuracy the same for a wider bandwidth? You may be able to do it faster but with a lower accuracy because of the wider bandwidth where the impariments of the RF can not be neglected.

Qualcomm: questions if the right thing to do is that UE to report something more accurate.

Nokia: contribution in 726 on relative accuracy: there are some impariments that may not cancel out, so that the variance in the accuracy can be different. 

Status: Noted (Nokia proposal for the TP is in 726)


R4-080629, Discussion, Intra-Frequency RSRQ Measurement Accuracy Results, Ericsson, 
RSRQ can be used as an intra-frequency measurement quantity. RAN4 will therefore specify the corresponding intra-frequency RSRQ measurement requirements
Comments:

Motorola: Proposal for the absolute accuracy, +-1.5 best case, The RSRQ is defined in [3] as: N x RSRP/RSSI, if you only have one number, what does this mean? you should also track the rf filter, would you also obtain +-1.5dB

Ericsson: N is a factor used because RSRP is per RE, and RSSI is per bandwidth, so this is to normalized.  RSRP and RSSI are measured over the same resource block. N is only a scaling factor in order to have consistent unit, this is what R1 used. 

Motorola: 1.5 does not seem to track the ran 1 definition. 

Nokia: How do you define RSSI, it is generally defined as a wideband interference measurement, rather than a narrow band measurement. How do we understand the definition of the RSSI in the definition of RSRQ.

In the definition in ran1 it says 36.214 v 8.2.0: Reference Signal Received Quality (RSRQ) is defined as the ratio N×RSRP/(E-UTRA carrier RSSI), where N is the number of RB’s of the E-UTRA carrier RSSI measurement bandwidth. The measurements in the numerator and denominator shall be made over the same set of resource blocks.

Nokia: if we consider RSSI as a narrowband measurement than the accuracy of the RSSI will change.

Nokia: it could be beneficial to use the same bandwidth, but from a system level point of view, if we consider the same bandwidth, than probably RSSI will not bring any useful informaiton any more.

Samsung: need to have clarification what is ideal RSSI.

Ericsson provided the explanation of the ideal RSSI.

Motorola: The requirement should be done by using a average not an instantaneous RSSI.

Ericsson: the requirement is not given by considering an instantaneous value but an average over 200ms.

Motorola: 200ms is not the long term average.

Nokia: this is the same assumption used for RSRP.

Status: Noted.

R4-080630, Approval, TP: Intra-frequency RSRQ Accuracy Requirement Structure, Ericsson, 
Status: Noted


R4-080628, Discussion, System Evaluation of Inter-Frequency RSRQ, Ericsson, 
Comments:

Nokia: What is the value of the absolute thold? For the error rate, is the statistic sufficient? how many samples do you have?. What is the load? The stability is due to the fact that we are considering the 6 central RB that are dominated by the control channel.

Ericsson: 1. You ask what the absolute thold used to trigger is. This is an absolute number find by simulation. In reality there is a setting in a network, when the measurement quantities falls below the thold the gaps starts. What is important is the relative thold, here they have 1dB. The absolute thold is important, because either you trigger the HO early or late, but this is dimensioned by the network.  Ericsson states that it is more important to  have the relative value of the mean of HO. The load is 50%.

Nokia: How the thold were tuned? Now Ericsson is looking at the error rate, in the case of 1%, what is the absolute number of samples, becsaue maybe the difference in number of samples is very small.

Ericsson: they use the same thold for all the cases, for all the measurement strategies. the deployment scenario is the same, the thodl is more related to the load and the deployment scenario.

Nokia: You optimize the thold for different load scenarios or are you considering a single load scenario and optimizing the thold for this?

Ericsson: this is more related on the planning parameters. The measurement strategy is ue implementation dependent unless it is specified, in that case you can use this informaiton to base the planning. In the other case, we can only base the planning on the parameters that are in the control of the network.
Nokia: Their understanding is that they used loading to set the thold, so is the thold specially optimized for this particular loading scenario?
Ericsson: It has been optimized for this particular deployment scdenario.

Status: Noted


R4-080730, Discussion, Further evaluation on RSRQ for mobility support  , Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Based on the agreement made in RAN4 meeting #46 in Sorrento [4] we have further evaluated the benefit of having RSRQ as a inter-frequency measurement and also the robustness of different possible measurement modes related to the scheduling of the measurements. In terms of metrics evaluated for the inter-frequency handover performance no clear benefit of one measurement quantity over another was seen. Minor difference with different measurement schemes (modes and their combinations) were seen. 

Based on our studies so far we have not seen further need for RSRQ inter-frequency measurements in addition to the network based load estimation, which was already concluded by RAN4 to be necessary and RSRQ based intra-frequency emergency triggering, which was agreed in the last RAN4 meeting.

Comments: 

Ericsson:  we should distinguish between load based HO or quality based HO. It was agreed that the load based HO was not considered.  There is a difference between the two triggered HOs. For the quality HO, the HO is done when the quality goes down. The quality measure can not be done by the network. In practice it is extrimely difficult to know the quality but load can be computed. Load based HO,  when we simulate we need to mimic the type of behavior that is present in real case (interference caused by high building for example). If you use quality based HO, it does not mean that the network bases the HO only on quality but also the signal strength. The network need to keep also the signal strength.  In the load based case, you can not see the difference if there is a combined metric. In the unloaded case the important information is the combined metric. In their contribution they consider also a scheme that contains the RSRQ in proposal 3 because it is important to look at the combined metric. When the network does the HO, the network has to tradeoff the signal strength and the quality for the UE. Unloaded case curve low-high, does it show the result when the ue is moving from low to high carrier. If this is the case what about the high to low carrier? Or is it independent from the direction?

Nokia: we are looking at quality based HO (as decided in last RAN 4) they want to see how well this metric was working in different conditions.They are not proposing load based HO but they want to understand how load relate to it. They did not see big difference, even when the interference was increased, in the different modes, they did not see an increase in triggering.

Vodafone: if you deifne the network in a way that when you are in the border you can get the necessary tput when you are loaded 100%, than you need probably only RSRP, in the case it is planned only to have the tput for <100% loaded, than probably you end up having worst conditions in terms of interference, and in this case  we should need it. 

Nokia: they have results for different loading conditions, see figure 5 -10.

Vodafone: which practical value fo thold you use, 

Nokia: the thold is found in order to have roughly the same level of triggered HO, then consider the user data rate and they end up having the same user tput for equally loaded cells.  

The difference between ericsson and Nokia is that they have different simulation method, and that nokia considers wideband RSSI. (10,20Mhz)

Status: Noted


R4-080706, Approval, Proposed way forward for "received signal quality"-based mobility measurements in LTE, Vodafone, 
Proposed way forward.
· If the RSRQ measurement in active state is to be as useful a measure as CQI in the end, it would be best that the minimum measurement bandwidth (of at least the E-UTRA carrier RSSI) covers the full bandwidth of the measured cell.

· In order to reduce network signalling load and prevent the UE from wasting battery by transmitting multiple signalling messages, it would be good to understand if there are ways for the UE to do this averaging prior to reporting (e.g. long time-to-trigger). 

· Reporting of RSRQ measurements with serving cell as reference pilot should allow network to trigger intra-frequency measurements of intra/inter-frequency and inter/RAT cells.

· As long as 3GPP standards can ensure that interference coordination is able to work well between eNode Bs (including those of different vendors), then there does not seem to be a need for a received quality measure of the target system (channel, or sub-channel in the frequency re-use >1 case) to be measured by the UE, and RSRP can be relied upon, as well as information from the target Node B.

· RAN4 discusses this with a view to agree on one of the solutions at the present meeting.

Ericsson: Proposal 1: need to discuss the RSRQ definition. Proposal 2: we have the L3 filtering, so long term filtering can be used. It is the netwrok that set this parameter, this can be handled by L3 filtering. 2.3: inter-frequency HO, for that Ericsson have provided results, they have seen that when the combined metric is used you have gains. We should better align the assumptions and simulations to provide consistent results.

Nokia: if the RSSI is better, than the RSRP for the cell is better too. 

Vodafone: they are not proposing a relative measurement.

Status: Noted


R4-080761, Discussion, RSRP Estimation in Synchronous Interference-limited Environments, Motorola, 
Status: presented in the ad hoc, Noted


R4-080831 Text Proposal for Idle reselection in 36.133 (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network)

Status: Agreed


R4-080832 TP for UE RSRP Accuracy Requirements (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network)

(Update of 726)

Status: Agreed

5.2.7.8 Measurements Performance Requirements for E-UTRAN, [For section 10 in TS36.133]
5.2.7.9 Test Cases, [For Annex A in TS36.133]

R4-080624, Discussion, Intra-Frequency Cell Search Test case, Ericsson, 

Comments:
Nokia: Good starting point but need more time to look at all the details. Some concerns for the time non-aligned case.

Status: Noted


R4-080728, Discussion, Considerations for intra-frequency cell identification test case, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Comments: 

Need more offline discussion

Status: Noted

5.2.7.10 Others

R4-080598, Approval, TR36.801 Measurement requirements, v0.6.0, Nokia Siemens Networks, 
Status: Agreed.


R4-080718 Text proposal for mobility requirements for UTRA to E-UTRA (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Status: revised in 773.


R4-080773 Text proposal for mobility requirements for UTRA to E-UTRA (Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Comments: 

Ericsson: cell reselection based on priority, it consider also GSM, Ericsson need some clarifications. HO sections, there were some contributions for  FDD HO, and there were some agreements on the equation used. Maybe we should update the section based on the new agreements. Section 8.1.2.6 equation of the cell identification time, for the moment id TBD, what is the thinking behind? This need to be aligned with the inter-frequency E-UTRA cell search. The same principle could apply. There are severeal contribution in this area. Need alignement.

Nokia:  It is necessary that we have gsm requirement that reflect what are the performance in the case of priority based reselection They agree, many of the requirements need to be kept. Need for alignement. Cell search requirement ( mainly agree. The same cell search requirement are applicable to any of the cases: this is the proposal that the single requirement is applicable to both the cases (with and without the cell list).

Status: Agreed

R4-080810 Summary of Wednesday RRM ad hoc (Nokia Siemens Network)
Agreed way forward:

IDLE state mobility requirements

· Further evaluation of the cell identification and measurement times assuming fading (emphasizing also issues like UE battery consumption). Ericsson + Nokia to work further on appropriate evaluation assumptions 

· Ericsson + Nokia to provide common TP based on Tdocs 772, 621 with the numbers left TBD

· Further evaluation for higher priority layer search timer should be based on 1 layer against UE battery consumption aspects. Outcome of analysis should also be if there is need for signalling this value. Evaluation for 60s should be provided for comparison purposes and range of 30s – 120s should be considered

Mobility state detection
· Continue evaluating the proposed schemes. Interested parties encouraged to get together and propose suitable metric for further evaluation during this meeting

RSRP Measurement Accuracy Requirements
· Ericsson will look at eNB and UE aspects of RS TX power and RSRP and provide further proposals during this meeting 

· Further offline discussion to clarify TS36.214 on the basis that UE must to detect reliability before using other antenna and that UE may use however, that’s not mandated. This is an on doing discussion.

· Nokia to revise Tdoc 726 regarding definitions of the parameters and conditions with the actual numbers left TBD. Numbers can also be discussed. 

· Continue analysis how to deal with the synchronous case as raised by Tdoc761

· Treated documents: 701,726, 761

Status: Noted


R4-080824 Summary of 2nd RRM ad hoc (Nokia Siemens Network)
Handover Execution Requirements

· Nokia agreed to provide a TP with UE processing time in HO interruption time as in Tdoc 729

· Nokia to provide revised TPs for simplifying E-UTRA-> UTRA HO interruption time with no SHO but with blind HO. If in the future fallback is required, RAN4 will come back to it.

· Ericsson will provide TP for E-UTRA-> GSM HO delay and interruption time and also change the editors note regarding UE processing time / Tsync. 

Measurement capabilities in Connected state 

· T_basic identify_intra = 800ms for intra-frequency cell identification with SINR of -6 dB is confirmed for asynchronous case as general requirement assuming 200 ms measurement period

· Also for synchronous case the [800] ms is assumed. 200 ms measurement period is agreed. 

· Side conditions to be confirmed:

· Need for relaxing RSRP accuracy compared to the asynchronous case is FFS

· SINR of >= -6 dB

· TPs for finalising E-UTRAN intra-frequency measurements to be prepared for the next meeting

· TPs regarding E-UTRA->GSM measurement requirements to be prepared for the next meeting based on the Tdoc [Motorola TP] and Tdoc 623

· Regarding intra frequency cell identification and measurements when DRX is used:

· <= 40 ms non-DRX requirements applicable

· Requirements > 40 ms will be adjusted as a function of DRX cycle length 

LS to RAN2 on parameter value ranges

· Draft LS for next meeting will be provided by Docomo in e-mail

· Value range value of RSRP to be discussed in e-mail

Inter-frequency and inter-RAT Monitoring using measurement gaps

· Continue studies on scheduling of the gaps in case of multiple IF/RATs 

· Trade-off between layers, cells

· Proposals for side conditions on # of carriers, # of cells to be measured

· RAN4 will continue studying Gap Periodicity

· Regarding Tdoc 626: 

· IF measurement period is agreed to be 480 ms x N_inter_freq assuming 6 RB based on currently agreed gap periodicities. 

· Assumption is that UE is able to measure at least [4] cells per carrier. However, it will also be studied whether [4-6] cells per carrier could be supported

· Assumption is that the UE is able to support measurements of at least up to [3] inter-frequency carriers

· CSG mobility aspects to be considered later

· Further TPs in the next meeting

Intra-frequency and inter-RAT Monitoring in RRC connected using long DRX  

· 716 , 627 covered already

Mobility requirements UTRA->E-UTRA

· Tdoc 773 accepted as a baseline, but will be updated in line with changes in TS36.133

· A bis version of 25.133 will be created before the next meeting based on 773

Status of Idle Mode requirements TP merger

· Ericsson will provide tomorrow merged TP based on Tdocs 772 and 621 with additional TBDs

Status of RSRP Accuracy requirement discussions & TPs

· Ericsson will provide a TP with definitions of RSRP, Io,.. for information tomorrow, includes proposed changes to 36.214

· Further work will be done to generate LS in next meeting to TS36.214 regarding the use of  > 1 antenna and RSRP definition 

· Nokia will provide tomorrow morning revised version of Tdoc 726 with ranges set to TBD for review 

RSRQ measurement requirements

· Coffee break RRM adhoc will be convened to agree further assumptions on RSRQ

Intra-frequency cell identification test case

· Left for next meeting

Status: Noted


R4-080834 Summary of the Friday RRM ad hoc (Nokia Siemens Network)

RSRQ measurement requirements 

· Measurement definition for RSRQ was confirmed

· The same measurement BW for RSRP and RSSI was agreed to be used for RSRQ measurements

· It was agreed to define RSRQ for inter-frequency purposes as well

· Define absolute and relative accuracy requirements for inter-frequency RSRQ measurements

· It was agreed to define only absolute accuracy requirements for intra-frequency RSRQ measurements

· It was agreed that RAN4 will focus its work on developing requirements for RSRQ based on the abovementioned definition

· RSRQ is only intended for quality based handovers not for load based handovers. RAN4 has not identified any UE based measurement for load estimation purposes. 

· RAN4 sees that it is important to have load estimation for load based handover purposes.

Status: Noted

R4-080829 Combined TP for TS 36.133 v.8.1.0 from RAN4 #46bis (Nokia Siemens Network)

Note: please use the clean version for text proposal.

Status: Agreed


R4-080838 TS 25.133 v.8.2.0bis (Nokia, NSN)

Blind detection should be considered also in this case. (Orange: Exact comment?)

The text proposal is agreed but we will see some modifications.

Status: revised in 840


R4-080840 TS 25.133 v.8.2.0bis (Nokia, NSN)

Status: Revised in 841


R4-080841 TS 25.133 v.8.2.0bis (Nokia, NSN)

Orange: 5.1.4.8 (  Tsearch in eqaution for T_interrupt : 20ms agreed in 36.133. For doc 36.133 can we take into account the same correction. 837 is agreed but it does not mention Tsearch for E-UTRA to UTRA case.

Nokia: E-UTRA to UTRA is taken as a basis the E-UTRA to UTRA HO.  We can consider a TP with some clarification in Kansas.

Status: Approved

5.3 
TDD HSDPA


R4-080671 EVM requirements for 1.28Mcps TDD HSDPA with 64QAM (ZTE Corporation)

Comments:  

Some futher discussion in next meeting. Based on the simulation results we will set the evm requirements.

ZTE: plan to provide some other simulation results for the UE in the next meeting. Plan to finalize the work item by mid of this year.

Status: Noted

6
Liaison and output to other groups


R4-080745, CR, Editorial modification of 25.102 to correct the duplication in table numbering., MCC

Status: Approved.


R4-080789 Draft LS to RAN2 to Half Duplex FDD (Ericsson)

RAN4 asks RAN2 to take points indentified in a) to d) above into account when continuing the work on signalling protocols for E-UTRA. RAN4 would welcome any further exchange of information on this topic.RAN4 will also keep RAN1, RAN2 and RAN3 informed about any other issues that may need feedback regarding RAN4 requirements related to HD-FDD.
AL: what is UHF? Point a-c the same correction: mention RRM requirement or RAN 4 requirements instead of only RF requirements.

Correction: 3.5GHz, below 860MHz instead than UHF

Status: Revised in 805


R4-080805 Draft LS to RAN2 to Half Duplex FDD (Ericsson)

Status: Agreed, Sent to RAN 1 2 3.


R4-080839 Draft Response LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking (Nokia)

Take the specification and add into the LS 36.133 (829) and 25.133 (841)

Status: Agreed.
7
Future meetings
	Meeting 
	Dates
	Place

	3GPPRAN4
47
	5 - 9 May 2008 
	Kansas City

	3GPPRAN4
47bis
	16 - 20 June 2008 
	Munich

	3GPPRAN4
48
	18 - 21 Aug 2008
	South Korea

	
	
	


8
Any Other Buiseness

9
Close of Meeting
The Chaiman Mr. Nakamura Takaharu closed the meeting at ~ 5 o’clock.
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	R4-080560
	Approval
	 
	 
	Proposed agenda
	Chair
	Approved
	 
	558

	3
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	TSG SA
	Noted
	 
	 

	 
	R4-080733
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking  (GP-080395 Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG GERAN
	Noted
	The document will be discussed again in the RRM session.
	 

	 
	R4-080735
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking (R2-081363 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG GERAN, Cc: TSG GERAN WG2,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG2
	Noted
	 
	 

	 
	R4-080734
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	Reply LS on CSG related mobility (stage 2 text) (GP-080417 Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG SA WG1,TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG SA WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1)
	TSG GERAN
	Noted
	 
	 

	 
	R4-080742
	LS in
	Rel-8
	SA5 Study on Management for LTE and SAE (OAM8-Study) - TR 32.816
	LS on Automatic Neighbour Relation (ANR) function (S5-080538 Source: TSG SA WG5, To: TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG SA WG5
	Noted
	 
	 

	 
	R4-080738
	LS in
	Rel-8
	SAE / LTE
	LS Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (R3-080472 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG3
	Withdrawn
	Already presented in meeting RAN 4 #46
	 

	 
	R4-080740
	LS in
	 
	SAE/LTE
	LS on Self Configuring and Self Optimizing Network Use Cases and Solutions TR (R3-080536 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG SA WG5,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1, Cc: TSG GERAN WG2)
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted
	 
	 

	 
	R4-080739
	LS in
	Rel-8
	LTE
	LS on RAN performance monitoring (R3-080530 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG SA WG5, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted
	 
	 

	 
	R4-080737
	LS in
	Rel-8
	LTE-Interfaces
	Reply LS on Signalling of additional spectrum emission requirements (R3-080449 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG1)
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted
	Ran3 is happy with the proposal. No further actions for ran 4.
	 

	 
	R4-080731
	LS in
	Rel-8
	LTE
	                          LS on CR to TS36.306 (R1-081125 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG1
	Noted
	RAN 4 should take note of the proposed changes in the CR.
	 

	 
	R4-080743
	LS in
	Rel-8
	E-UTRAN Measurements
	LS reply on RAN Performance monitoring (S5-080540 Source: TSG SA WG5, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG SA WG5
	Noted
	RAN 4 should take note of the information in this LS related to RRM.
	 

	 
	R4-080732
	LS in
	Rel-8
	RANFS-UplinkSync
	LS on Synchronised E-DCH specification impacts (R1-081150 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG1
	Noted
	The TR has been approved in last RAN WG.
	 

	 
	R4-080736
	LS in
	Rel-8
	Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH state in FDD, Enhanced UE DRX for FDD
	LS on Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH and UE DRX (R2-081392 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG2
	Noted
	The topic will be revisited during next meeting.
	 

	 
	R4-080741
	LS in
	Rel-8
	RANFS-HNBeNB
	RAN3 Text Proposal for TR 25.820 (R3-080556 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.1
	R4-080643
	Approval
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	Update of UMTS 2300 TDD TR
	CATT
	Approved
	 R4-080534 was approved in Sorrento meeting, the TR is based on the TP which was approved. We can maybe do some furhter corrections. Agree the TS as 0.1.0 now, have some offline discussion and correct the spurious emission.
	 

	5.1
	R4-080644
	Approval
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	2.3 GHz TDD  New Band Introduction for 1.28 Mcps   TS25.102
	CATT, TD-tech, ZTE
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.1
	R4-080645
	Approval
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	2.3 GHz TDD  UE transmitter Characteristics for 1.28 Mcps
	CATT, TD-tech, ZTE
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.1
	R4-080646
	Approval
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	2.3 GHz TDD  UE Receiver Characteristics & propagation conditions for 1.28Mcps TDD 
	CATT, TD-tech, ZTE
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.1
	R4-080667
	Text Proposal
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	UMTS2300MHz  New band introduction for 1.28Mcps TDD 
	TD Tech, CATT, ZTE
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.1
	R4-080668
	Text Proposal
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	UMTS2300MHz  Transmitter performance analysis for 1.28Mcps TDD 
	TD Tech, CATT, ZTE
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.1
	R4-080669
	Text Proposal
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	UMTS2300MHz  Receiver performance analysis for 1.28Mcps TDD 
	TD Tech, CATT, ZTE
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.1
	R4-080670
	Text Proposal
	 
	RInImp8-UMTS2300TDD
	UMTS2300MHz  propagation channel model  analysis for 1.28Mcps TDD 
	TD Tech, CATT, ZTE
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2
	R4-080576
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Revised WIDS for LTE-RF
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Technically endorsed
	The document is endorsed and will be presened for approval in the next plenary meeting.
	 

	5.2
	R4-080693
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Definition of Common Channel Power
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Need sometime to check the equations, in order to understand how to define the power in the CP and how to define the energy power in the context of the requirements. Maybe these information, once agreed, can be included into the TR. Update in 836
	 

	5.2
	R4-080618
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Half duplex FDD operation of E-UTRA
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2
	R4-080695
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	HD-FDD from a UE perspective
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Chairman indentifies that there is need to clarify which part of the spcifications need to be modified.  We should concentrate on the full duplex first and than we should consider these kind of topics as an enhancement in future releases.
	 

	5.2
	R4-080707
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Half Duplex and Transmission configuration for FDD UE
	Vodafone
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.1
	R4-080674
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Band XI Limitation in Channel Bandwidth
	Freescale
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.1
	R4-080591
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Performance requirements on Self interference due to transmitter noise
	NTT DoCoMo, Fujitsu
	Revised in 692
	 
	 

	5.2.2.1
	R4-080692
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Performance requirements on Self interference due to transmitter noise
	NTT DoCoMo, Fujitsu, Panasonic
	Noted
	 
	591

	5.2.2.1
	R4-080708
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Impact of UE Self-interference on LTE FD-FDD operation
	Motorola
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.1
	R4-080709
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS36.101: TP for normal / additional channel bandwidth  channel bandwidth
	Motorola
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.1
	R4-080694
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP 36.101: channel bandwidth
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080634
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Some considerations about UE Maximum Output Power with different E-UTRA or / and UTRA operating bands
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080639
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Some considerations about UE Maximum Output Power with different E-UTRA or / and UTRA operating bands
	ZTE Corporation
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080685
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	UE Maximum Output Power
	Qualcomm Europe
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080657
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP for TS36.101: UE Additional MPR
	Fujitsu, NTT DoCoMo, Panasonic
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080684
	Approval
	 
	RAN-Evo
	UE A-MPR for Small BW 
	Qualcomm Europe
	Agreed
	This can be part of the update TP.
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080771
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS36.101: TP for Region 2 A-MPR
	Motorola
	Agreed
	The changes for the TS are agreed. Check to correctness of the figures for next meeting, Motorola will provide a TP to delete the [].
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080636
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP for UE transmit OFF Power on TS36.101
	NTT DoCoMo, Fujitsu, Panasonic
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080648
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Transmit ON/OFF power for E-UTRA TDD UE
	CATT
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080711
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS36.101: E-UTRA UE Power control
	Motorola
	Noted
	This will be one of the topic to be discussed in the UE ad-hoc.
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080658
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	UE UL transmit time mask requirement
	Fujitsu
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080678
	Approval
	 
	RAN-Evo
	UE In-band Emission Requirements
	Qualcomm Europe
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080755
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP to 36.101 Correction to in-band emissions reference level
	Agilent Technologies
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080647
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Additional spurious emissions for UE co-existence
	CATT
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080710
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS36.101: TP for UE Spurious emission limits
	Motorola
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080679
	Approval
	 
	RAN-Evo
	UE EVM Equalizer Definition
	Qualcomm Europe
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080753
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP to 36.101 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP
	Agilent Technologies
	Revised in 796
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080757
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Uplink EVM considerations for dynamic allocations
	Agilent Technologies
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080682
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	UE EVM Spectrum Flatness
	Qualcomm Europe
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080719
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	Spectrum Flatness and EVM Equalizer Averaging
	Rohde&Schwarz
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080746
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	EVM and spectral flatness
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080756
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP to 36.101 Addition of phase flatness requirements
	Agilent Technologies
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.3
	R4-080696
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP 36.101: REFSENS and associated requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Need more time to clarify some points: 1. the numbers proposed in the doc, if the refsens  test is per port or combined, if the spurious emission test is per port or combined.
	 

	5.2.2.3
	R4-080683
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	UE ACS Requirement
	Qualcomm Europe
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080677
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH simulation payload sizes with PBCH/SCH overhead (revision 2)
	Freescale
	Noted
	Last row of the table 1 needs offline discussion to decide what to use. Discussed in the ad hoc
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080697
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH simulation payload sizes with PBCH/SCH overhead for TDD
	Ericsson, CATT
	Noted
	Discussed in the ad hoc
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080599
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Framework for the PDCCH/PCFICH demodulation requirements
	Nokia
	Noted
	The group seems to be happy with the proposal a part from some clarification on the false alarm testing. (it will be discussed in the ad-hoc sessoion)
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080690
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDCCH/PCFICH SIMO requirement scenario for alignment simulations
	Nokia
	Noted
	Summary of the agreed assumptions
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080600
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Framework for the PHICH demodulation requirements
	Nokia
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080620
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	High Dimension E-UTRA MIMO Correlation matrixes
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Need more time to check the numbers. Re discussed in kansans meeting.
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080650
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Consideration on TDD test case w.r.t. UE specific reference symbol
	CATT
	Noted
	The document is considered as a starting point. Need some further discussion about the number of test case. Need to see the oucome of discussion in ran1.
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080590
	Discussion
	 
	LTE UE requirements
	LTE UE PDCCH/PCFICH performance results
	Texas Instruments Inc.
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080597
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	LTE UE PDCCH/PCFICH demodulation result for SIMO case
	LG Electronics
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080603
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDCCH&PCFICH simulation results
	Nokia
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080673
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-EVO
	PDCCH performance 
	Marvell
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080676
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Control Channel (PDCCH/PCFICH) Simulation Results
	Freescale
	Revised in 797
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080704
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	LTE UE Demodulation Performance for SIMO 64 QAM and PDCCH/PCFICH 
	Motorola
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080747
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	PDCCH/PCFICH simulation results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080750
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	PDCCH simulations results 
	NEC
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080589
	Discussion
	 
	LTE UE requirements
	LTE UE PDSCH performance results
	Texas Instruments Inc.
	Revised in 798
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080596
	Information
	 
	RAN-Evo
	LTE UE PDSCH demodulation results for SIMO case
	LG Electronics
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080601
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH simulation results
	Nokia
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080638
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	LTE DL-SCH simulation results
	NTT DoCoMo
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080672
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-EVO
	PDSCH SIMO performance 
	Marvell
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080675
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH SIMO-FDD Simulation Results
	Freescale
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080698
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH FDD simulation results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080749
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	PDSCH simulations results 
	NEC
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080764
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH simulation results (revised)
	Nokia
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080767
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH simulation results without implementation margin
	Fujitsu
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080768
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PDSCH simulation results with implementation margin
	Fujitsu
	Noted
	Used in next meeting
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080759
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	Additional LTE UE Demodulation results for SIMO
	InterDigital
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080602
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	TDD simulation results
	Nokia
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080649
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	LTE TDD PDSCH results for SIMO case
	CATT
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080748
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	PDSCH TDD simulation results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.5
	R4-080727
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Considerations on radio link failure
	Nokia
	Noted
	This proposal can be considered as a starting point,  one possible way forward, but we need other consideration on other options.
	 

	5.2.2.5
	R4-080712
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Channel Model for MBSFN
	Motorola
	Noted
	 Reference contributions on this area , the discussion is post-poned to rel 9.
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080568
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	3GPP TS 36.124 V0.0.1 (2008-03)
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080569
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for Section 1 of TS 36.124
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080570
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for Section 2 of TS 36.124
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080571
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for Section 3 of TS 36.124
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080572
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for Section 5 of TS 36.124
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080573
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for Section 7 of TS 36.124
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080574
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for Section 8 of TS 36.124
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	Note--> referenced to TCH.
	 

	5.2.3
	R4-080575
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for Section 9 of TS 36.124
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.4
	R4-080613
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.104: TP for general updates
	Ericsson
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.4
	R4-080614
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.804 v1.1.0
	Ericsson
	Approved
	The modification in document 080030  are not included. This document was only noted in the last meeting but the way forward was to implement these changes in the TR. These changes will be implemented in the next verison of the TR.
	 

	5.2.4
	R4-080615
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.804: TP for general updates
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Removed controversial info.
	 

	5.2.4
	R4-080766
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for 36.804 on modifications related to TDD frame structure optimisation
	China Mobile, CATT, Ericsson
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.4.1
	R4-080616
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.104: TP for Base Station Classes
	Ericsson
	Revised in 817
	A apart from the table 6.6.4.4-1 colocation of UTRA BS with E-UTRA BS, the group is happy with the proposal.
	 

	5.2.4.1
	R4-080686
	Discussion
	 
	Evolved UTRA and UTRAN
	Further consideration on spectrum efficiency
	ZTE Corporation
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080612
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP to 36.104 on transmitter requirements
	Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Network
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080635
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	BS TX dynamic range
	Panasonic, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	The TP is captured in 612 already.
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080637
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP for 36.104, DL RS power
	NTT DoCoMo
	Revised in 822
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080651
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Transmit ON/OFF power for E-UTRA TDD BS
	CATT
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080680
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	eNB Impact of RS noise on EVM
	Qualcomm Europe
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080752
	Approval
	 
	RAN-Evo
	TP to TR36.804: LTE eNodeB EVM measurement
	Rohde&Schwarz
	Approved
	The editor should check the TDD frame structure references.
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080754
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP to 36.104 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP
	Agilent Technologies
	Revised in 795
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080720
	Discussion
	Rel-8
	LTE-RF
	DL EVM Requirement
	Motorola
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.4.3
	R4-080577
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	TP to 36.104 for receiver characteristics and performance requirement sections
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Revised in 782
	 
	 

	5.2.4.3
	R4-080562
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Blocking co-location with other BS
	Nokia Siemens Networks 
	Approved
	The editor will modify by removing the wide area BS issue.
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080578
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	PRACH simulation assumptions
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	agreed in the reflector
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080681
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	eNB PUCCH Multiuser Performance Test
	Qualcomm Europe
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080592
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Simulation assumptions on UL timing adjustment
	NTT DoCoMo
	Revised in 804
	these are the assumptions agreed in the reflector.
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080721
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	UL Timing Adjustment Performance
	Motorola
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080580
	Information
	 
	RAN-RF
	Simulation results with implementation margin for PRACH
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080594
	Information
	 
	RAN-Evo
	PRACH impairment simulation result s with revised assumption
	LG Electronics
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080608
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PRACH simulation results with impairments
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080610
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Ideal simulation results for PRACH preamble format 4
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080722
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PRACH Performance for TDD
	Motorola
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080579
	Information
	 
	RAN-RF
	Simulation results with implementation margin for PUCCH
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080593
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	LTE eNode B demodulation results for PUCCH with impairment
	LG Electronics
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080609
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PUCCH simulation results with impairments
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080642
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Simulation results for PUCCH  with impairment
	Huawei
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080724
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PUCCH Performance
	Motorola
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080770
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PUSCH simulation results with implementation margin
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080581
	Information
	 
	RAN-RF
	TDD PUSCH ideal simulation results
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080611
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Ideal simulation results for TDD PUSCH
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080652
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PUSCH simulation results for E-UTRA TDD
	CATT
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080723
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	PUSCH Performance for TDD
	Motorola
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.5
	R4-080619
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	EMC for BS equipment divided into more than one cabinet
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.6
	R4-080659
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.141 E-UTRA Base Station (BS) conformance test V0.2.1
	Fujitsu (Eidtor)
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080583
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (sections 2  4.5)
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080617
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.141: TP for Chapter 4 (General test conditions and declarations)
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080565
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	On E-UTRA Test Models in TS36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks 
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080563
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Specified frequency range in TS36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks 
	Revised in 803
	 
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080604
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for chapter 4.7
	Ericsson
	Noted
	combined TP in 803.
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080661
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 5: Frequency bands and arrangement)"
	Fujitsu
	Revised in 799
	 
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080561
	Text Proposal
	Rel-8
	LTE-RF
	Addition of first eNodeB Test system uncertainties and Test Tolerances
	Anritsu
	Revised in 806
	Fay forward: expect some revised text proposal for the test tolerances. Keep the discussion on how to organize the structure of the spec in the reflector, proposal in next meeting
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080605
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Downlink test models for 36.141
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080662
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.2: Base station output power)
	Fujitsu
	Revised in 800
	 
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080663
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.5.2: Frequency error)
	Fujitsu
	Agreed
	The editor will implement it into the TS
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080664
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.1: Occupied bandwidth)
	Fujitsu
	Agreed
	The modification will be taken care by the editor.
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080665
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.2: Adjacent Channel Leakage power Ratio (ACLR))
	Fujitsu
	Revised in 801
	 
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080666
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.4: Transmitter spurious emissions )
	Fujitsu
	Revised in 826
	 
	 

	5.2.6.3
	R4-080606
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.141: TP for section 7
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.3
	R4-080584
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 7)
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.3
	R4-080660
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Removal of FS2 etc.)
	CATT, Fujitsu
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080582
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-RF
	On additional performance requirements for PUCCH and PUSCH channels
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.6.4
	R4-080585
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 8)
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Revised in 777
	 
	 

	5.2.6.5
	R4-080586
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Annex A)
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	A.6.1 the grid is not visible. Editor can take care.
	 

	5.2.6.5
	R4-080587
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Annex B)
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.5
	R4-080564
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Environmental requirements in TS36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks 
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.5
	R4-080566
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	ICS test set-up correction in TS36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks 
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.5
	R4-080607
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.141: TP for Annex K
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.7.1
	R4-080654
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Proposals on Value ranges of mobility IEs
	NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080691
	Discussion
	 
	 
	LTE cell identification performance in multi-cell environment
	NXP
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.1
	R4-080730
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Further evaluation on RSRQ for mobility support  
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.2
	R4-080655
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Priority-based cell reselection requirements
	NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.2
	R4-080705
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	High and low speed mobility  outstanding issues
	Vodafone
	Noted
	Ericsson agrees with the principle but the choice of the set of parameters need further analysis.
	 

	5.2.7.2
	R4-080621
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: Cell Reselection Requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.2
	R4-080717
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Performance Requirements and Text Proposal for Idle reselection in 36.133
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Revised in 772
	 
	 

	5.2.7.2
	R4-080725
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Initial evaluation of the UE mobility state detection
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.2
	R4-080772
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Performance Requirements and Text Proposal for Idle reselection in 36.133
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	717

	5.2.7.3
	R4-080622
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: Handover Requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.3
	R4-080714
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for handover execution performance requirements from E-UTRAN to GSM
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	Covered in Ericsson contribution
	 

	5.2.7.3
	R4-080715
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for handover execution performance requirements from E-UTRAN to UTRA
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Revised in 837
	 
	 

	5.2.7.3
	R4-080729
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	UE processing time proposal for E-UTRAN handover execution
	Nokia
	Agreed
	20ms processing time is acceptable.
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080758
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Scheduling of LTE measurement gaps for inter-frequency and inter-RAT monitoring
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080760
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Number of Measurement Gap Sequence
	Panasonic
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080595
	Discussion
	 
	RAN-Evo
	E-UTRA Intra-Frequency Cell search Performance Result
	LG Electronics
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080640
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Intra-Frequency cell identification performance results in asynchronous scenario
	Huawei
	Revised in 778
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080763
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Further simulation results for Intra-Frequency cell identification performance in asynchronous scenario
	Huawei
	Revised in 779
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080687
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Performance Results for Intra-Frequency Cell Identification in Asynchronous Scenario
	Samsung
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080765
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Updated Performance Results for Intra-Frequency Cell Identification in Synchronous Scenario
	Samsung
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080769
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Simulation results for LTE intra frequency cell identification
	Fujitsu
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080699
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Simultaneous Multiple Inter-Frequency and Inter-RAT Monitoring
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080703
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	LTE Intra-frequency Cell Search Simulation Results for the Asynchronous Case
	Motorola
	Noted
	Assumption that the UE knows the timing when the new cells appears. Defining the detection time jointly with the RSRP can raise some problem in terms of false alarm, which simulation cases. Requirement based on a-synchro or synchro.
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080641
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	E-UTRAN FDD-FDD inter frequency measurement gap period and measurement period
	Huawei
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080656
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Inter-frequency/RAT monitoring requirements in RRC_CONNECTED
	NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080702
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: FDD Inter-frequency RSRP Cell Search Requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Way forward: The expression will be reconsidered once the definition is clarified.
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080706
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Proposed way forward for "received signal quality"-based mobility measurements in LTE
	Vodafone
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080623
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: Measurement Requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080716
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	UE Measurement performance requirements for LTE_RRC_Connected with large DRX cycles
	Nokia
	Noted
	no point raised, RAN4 will work further in this area.
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080588
	Discussion
	 
	RRM Requirements
	Further performance results for Intra-Frequency cell search for LTE
	Texas Instruments Inc. 
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080631
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	E-UTRA Intra-Frequency Cell Identification Performance Results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080632
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: E-UTRA Intra-frequency Cell Search Requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080633
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP: Intra-frequency Cell Search Requirements in DRX
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080762
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	E-UTRA Inter-Frequency Cell Identification Requirements
	Motorola
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080625
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Reporting Range of RSRP
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Come back in next meeting
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080761
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	RSRP Estimation in Synchronous Interference-limited Environments
	Motorola
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080726
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	UE RSRP Accuracy Requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	Way Forward: Send an LS to RAN 1. But before some information in 726 needs to be checked.
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080653
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Discussion on inter-frequency RSRP measurement for E-UTRA TDD
	CATT
	Noted
	Support by Ericsson. DwPTS has big impact on the results of measurement period. A possible typical condition is agreed: 2DL-1 UL and DwPTS>=9symbols. How to derive minimum requirements still need to be defined.
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080688
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Absolute RSRP Intra-frequency Measurement Accuracy Requirements
	Samsung
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080689
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Relative RSRP Intra-frequency Measurement Accuracy Requirements
	Samsung
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080700
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Impact of Number of Transmit Antennas on RSRP Measurement Requirement
	Ericsson
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080701
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Use of Number of Transmit Antennas for RSRP Measurement
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Way Forward: Send an LS to RAN 1. But before some information in 726 needs to be checked.
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080626
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: FDD Inter-frequency RSRP Measurement Requirements
	Ericsson,NTTDoCoMo
	Noted
	Nokia proposal for the TP is in 726.  Ripple of the filter can have an impact on the accuracy for wider bandwidth.
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080627
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: Intra-frequency RSRP Requirements in DRX
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080628
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	System Evaluation of Inter-Frequency RSRQ
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Nokia asked clarification on the absolute values of thold and absolute value of mean number of HO. For Ericsson the relative quantiies are more meaningfull. The thold are optimized for the particular deployment.
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080629
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Intra-Frequency RSRQ Measurement Accuracy Results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	Concerns on the definition of the RSRQ and in particular on the understanding of the RSSI used in the RSRQ. RSSI in principle is a wideband measure but in the RAN 1 definition RSRP and RSSI are measured over the same set of resource elements.
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080630
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP: Intra-frequency RSRQ Accuracy Requirement Structure
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080713
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text Proposal to 36.133 for Measurement Procedure and Measurement Performance on Measuring cdma2000 HRPD/1xRTT from E-UTRAN
	Motorola, Alcatel-Lucent, Nortel, Verizon
	Noted
	Qualcomm would like to have some time to check the proposal until next meeting.  The document will be re-submitted to the next meeting.
	 

	5.2.7.9
	R4-080624
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Intra-Frequency Cell Search Test case
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.7.9
	R4-080728
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Considerations for intra-frequency cell identification test case
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Noted
	Need more offline discussion
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080598
	Approval
	 
	RAN-Evo
	TR36.801 Measurement requirements, v0.6.0
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080718
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for mobility requirements for UTRA to E-UTRA
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Revised in 773
	 
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080773
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for mobility requirements for UTRA to E-UTRA
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	 
	718

	5.3
	R4-080671
	Discussion
	 
	RANimp-64Qam1.28TDD
	EVM requirements for 1.28Mcps TDD HSDPA with 64QAM
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	Based on the simulation results we will set the evm requirements.
	 

	6
	R4-080745
	CR
	Rel-7
	 
	Editorial modification of 25.102 to correct the duplication in table numbering.
	MCC
	Approved
	 
	 

	5.2.7.2
	R4-080774
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Higher priority cell searches for LTE   
	Vodafone
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080775
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Initial Simulation results on UL timing adjustment
	NTTDoCoMo
	Noted
	 
	 

	3
	R4-080776
	Approval
	 
	 
	Report of WG RAN 4 #46
	MCC
	Approved
	 
	567

	5.2.6.4
	R4-080777
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 8)
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Revised in 792
	 
	585

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080778
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Intra-Frequency cell identification performance results in asynchronous scenario
	Huawei
	Noted
	 
	640

	5.2.7.6
	R4-080779
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Further simulation results for Intra-Frequency cell identification performance in asynchronous scenario
	Huawei
	Noted
	 
	763

	6
	R4-080780
	LS out
	 
	 
	Update LS on implications of MIMO precoding schemes on RAN4 requirements
	Philips
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080781
	Approval
	 
	 
	Text Proposal for 36.101, UE MPR for small BW
	Qualcomm
	Noted
	TP containing  the agrred  684.
	 

	5.2.4.3
	R4-080782
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	TP to 36.104 for receiver characteristics and performance requirement sections
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Approved
	 
	577

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080783
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Summary of  PUSCH results with impairments
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080784
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Summary of  PRACH results with impairments
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080785
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Summary of  PUCCH results with impairments
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080786
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Summary of ideal TDD PUSCH results
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080787
	Approval
	 
	 
	Minutes of eNodeB demodulation ad-hoc
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2
	R4-080788
	Information
	 
	 
	Ad hoc minutes: Half Duplex FDD
	Ericsson
	Noted
	 
	 

	6
	R4-080789
	LS out
	 
	 
	Draft LS to RAN2 to Half Duplex FDD
	Ericsson
	Revised in 805
	 
	 

	6
	R4-080790
	LS out
	 
	 
	Draft LS to RAN 1 on Performance Crietria Optimization
	Ericsson
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.6
	R4-080791
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	BS Conformance test ad-hoc minutes
	Ericsson, Fujitsu
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.6.4
	R4-080792
	Approval
	 
	RAN-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (section 8)
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	 
	777

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080793
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Way forward on demodulation performance requirements for UL control signaling
	NTTDoCoMo
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080794
	Information
	 
	 
	PUCCH simulation results with implementation margin
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080795
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP to 36.104 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP
	Agilent Technologies
	Agreed
	 
	754

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080796
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP to 36.101 Clarification of EVM window lengths size for extended CP and for first symbol at normal CP
	Agilent Technologies
	Noted
	 
	753

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080797
	Discussion
	 
	LTE-RF
	Control Channel (PDCCH/PCFICH) Simulation Results
	Freescale
	Noted
	 
	676

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080798
	Discussion
	 
	LTE UE requirements
	LTE UE PDSCH performance results
	Texas Instruments Inc.
	Noted
	 
	589

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080799
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 5: Frequency bands and arrangement)"
	Fujitsu,Nokia Siemens Network, Panasonic
	Agreed
	 
	661

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080800
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.2: Base station output power)
	Fujitsu
	Agreed
	 
	662

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080801
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.2: Adjacent Channel Leakage power Ratio (ACLR))
	Fujitsu
	Agreed
	Editor need to change: 6.6.2.5 absolute limits for cat a and B they beleve that we should not have to have test tolerances.
	665

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080802
	Discussion
	 
	 
	PRACH Detection implementation margin results
	Qualcomm Europe
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080803
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Specified frequency range in TS36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks 
	Agreed
	 
	563

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080804
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Simulation assumptions on UL timing adjustment
	NTT DoCoMo
	Revised in 835
	 
	592

	6
	R4-080805
	LS out
	 
	 
	Draft LS to RAN2 to Half Duplex FDD
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	LS sent to RAN 2 and CC RAN 1-3
	789

	5.2.6.1
	R4-080806
	Text Proposal
	Rel-8
	LTE-RF
	Addition of first eNodeB Test system uncertainties and Test Tolerances
	Anritsu
	Noted
	Way forward: expect some revised text proposal for the test tolerances. Keep the discussion on how to organize the structure of the spec in the reflector, proposal in next meeting
	561

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080807
	Information
	 
	 
	Status of the UL Evm DEFINITION IN tr 36.803
	Rohde&Schwarz
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.2
	R4-080808
	Approval
	 
	 
	Tp to 36.803 on unequalized EVM measurement defintiion
	Rohde&Schwarz
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080809
	Approval
	 
	 
	Way Forward on E-UTRA test models
	Nokia Siemens Network
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080810
	Information
	 
	 
	Summary of Wednesday RRM ad hoc
	Nokia Siemens Network
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080811
	Information
	 
	 
	Summary of the UE demodulation ad hoc
	Nokia
	Noted
	Encourage companies to start working on the definition of the test to give guidance to ran 4 and ran5.
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080812
	Information
	 
	 
	Summary of FDD PDSCH and PDCCH results
	Nokia
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080813
	Information
	 
	 
	Summary of TDD PDSCH results
	Nokia
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080814
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP for 36.104 on performance requirements
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	they agree noi to consider the qualcomm resulots in order to consider the avergae and to take them into consideration in next meeting in order to have the reuslts moer aligned.
	 

	5.2.4
	R4-080815
	Information
	 
	 
	Combined TP for TS 36.104 v.8.1.0 from RAN 4 #46bis
	Ericsson
	Withdrawn
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080816
	Approval
	 
	 
	TS 36.104: TP for ACLR applicability
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.4.1
	R4-080817
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.104: TP for Base Station Classes
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	 
	616

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080818
	Approval
	 
	 
	Way Forward on E-UTRA test models
	Nokia Siemens Network
	Agreed
	Basis to work on the area. TP for TM for next meeting.
	 

	5.2.2
	R4-080819
	Approval
	 
	RAN-Evo
	TR 36.803 User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception V1.1.0
	Rohde&Schwarz
	Agreed
	Agreement: No progress in the 36.803 for next meeting, create an annex that captures the information on the EVM as a CR based on this document.
	 

	5.2.2
	R4-080820
	Information
	 
	 
	LTE UE ad hoc report
	Motorola
	Noted
	Way forward:the bis spec is sent to RAN 5 for information, with some notes raising concerns on the numbers, i.e 3dB difference (reference sens, blocking test,..) because of the test done simultaneously on the 2 ports.
	 

	 
	R4-080821
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	LS on E-UTRAN Neighbour Cell List information for GERAN (G2-080231 Source: TSG GERAN WG2, To: TSG GERAN,TSG GERAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG GERAN WG2
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.2
	R4-080822
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TP for 36.104, DL RS power
	NTT DoCoMo, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Network
	Agreed
	 
	637

	5.2.2.4
	R4-080823
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Proposal on correlation matrices for 4x4 and 4x2
	Agilent
	Noted
	Related to 620. The paper will be represented in the next meeting.
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080824
	Information
	 
	 
	Summary of 2nd RRM ad hoc
	Nokia Siemens Network
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2
	R4-080825
	Approval
	 
	 
	TS 36.101 v8.1.0 bis
	Motorola
	Endorsed
	The group is happy with the changes.Further discussion in Kansas. Section 5.4.2.1 the intention of the table is to say that these are the supported configurations. Fujitsu will provide modifications for the A-MPR in Kansas.
	 

	5.2.6.2
	R4-080826
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for TS36.141 (Section 1 to 6.6.4: Transmitter spurious emissions )
	Fujitsu
	Agreed
	 
	666

	5.2.4
	R4-080827
	Approval
	 
	 
	TS 36.104 v.8.1.0 bis
	Ericsson
	Endorsed
	Basis for Kansas meeting.
	 

	5.2.6
	R4-080828
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	TS 36.141 E-UTRA Base Station (BS) conformance test V0.3.0
	Fujitsu (Eidtor)
	Agreed
	typo in 8.4.1.2-2 2 rx antennas, performance  0, 14.5  -->  -14.5
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080829
	Approval
	 
	 
	Combined TP for TS 36.133 v.8.1.0 from RAN4 #46bis
	Nokia Siemens Network
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.7
	R4-080830
	Approval
	 
	 
	Handover Requirements in 36.133
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080831
	Approval
	 
	 
	Text Proposal for Idle reselection in 36.133
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.7.7
	R4-080832
	Approval
	 
	 
	TP for UE RSRP Accuracy Requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.4
	R4-080833
	Approval
	 
	 
	TR 36.804 v.1.2.0 (2008-04)
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	 
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080834
	Information
	 
	 
	Summary of the Friday RRM ad hoc
	Nokia Siemens Network
	Noted
	 
	 

	5.2.4.4
	R4-080835
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Simulation assumptions on UL timing adjustment
	NTT DoCoMo
	Agreed
	 
	804

	5.2
	R4-080836
	Discussion
	 
	 
	Definition of parameters for performance and RRM requirements
	Ericsson
	Noted
	update of 693.
	 

	5.2.7.3
	R4-080837
	Approval
	 
	LTE-RF
	Text proposal for handover execution performance requirements from E-UTRAN to UTRA
	Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
	Agreed
	 
	715

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080838
	Approval
	 
	 
	TS 25.133 v.8.2.0bis
	Nokia, NSN
	Revised in 840
	 
	 

	6
	R4-080839
	Approval
	 
	 
	Draft Response LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking
	Nokia
	Agreed
	Send LS +spec in attachement 36.133 and 25.133
	 

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080840
	Approval
	 
	 
	TS 25.133 v.8.2.0bis
	Nokia, NSN
	Revised in 841
	 
	838

	5.2.7.10
	R4-080841
	Approval
	 
	 
	TS 25.133 v.8.2.0bis
	Nokia, NSN
	Agreed
	 
	840
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	6
	R4-080745
	CR
	Rel-7
	 
	Editorial modification of 25.102 to correct the duplication in table numbering.
	MCC
	Approved
	25.102
	255
	D


Annex C: List of outgoing Liaison Statements

	Tdoc
	Type
	'Title'
	Source
	FROM
	TO
	CC
	Document attached

	R4-080805
	LS out
	LS to RAN2 to Half Duplex FDD
	Ericsson
	RAN 4
	RAN 2
	RAN 1-RAN 3
	 

	R4-080839
	LS out
	Response LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking
	Nokia
	RAN 4
	GERAN
	RAN 2
	R4-080829/R4-080841


Annex D: List of ingoing Liaison Statements
	Original Tdoc
	Doc 
	Type
	Rel
	WI
	Title
	From
	Decision

	SP-080218
	R4-080744
	LS in
	 
	 
	LS on Release 8 non-essential SAE features (SP-080218 Source: TSG SA, To: TSG CT WG1,TSG CT WG3,TSG CT WG4,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,TSG SA WG1,TSG SA WG2,TSG SA WG3,TSG SA WG4,TSG SA WG5,TSG CT,TSG GERAN,TSG RAN, Cc: )
	TSG SA
	Noted

	GP-080395
	R4-080733
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking  (GP-080395 Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG GERAN
	Noted

	R2-081363
	R4-080735
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	LS on various aspects related to GERAN to E-UTRAN interworking (R2-081363 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG GERAN, Cc: TSG GERAN WG2,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG2
	Noted

	GP-080417
	R4-080734
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	Reply LS on CSG related mobility (stage 2 text) (GP-080417 Source: TSG GERAN, To: TSG SA WG1,TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG SA WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1)
	TSG GERAN
	Noted

	S5-080417
	R4-080742
	LS in
	Rel-8
	SA5 Study on Management for LTE and SAE (OAM8-Study) - TR 32.816
	LS on Automatic Neighbour Relation (ANR) function (S5-080538 Source: TSG SA WG5, To: TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG SA WG5
	Noted

	S3-080472
	R4-080738
	LS in
	Rel-8
	SAE / LTE
	LS Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (R3-080472 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG3
	Withdrawn

	R3-080536
	R4-080740
	LS in
	 
	SAE/LTE
	LS on Self Configuring and Self Optimizing Network Use Cases and Solutions TR (R3-080536 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG SA WG5,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG1, Cc: TSG GERAN WG2)
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted

	R3-080530
	R4-080739
	LS in
	Rel-8
	LTE
	LS on RAN performance monitoring (R3-080530 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG SA WG5, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted

	R3-080449
	R4-080737
	LS in
	Rel-8
	LTE-Interfaces
	Reply LS on Signalling of additional spectrum emission requirements (R3-080449 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN WG1)
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted

	R1-080540
	R4-080731
	LS in
	Rel-8
	LTE
	                          LS on CR to TS36.306 (R1-081125 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG1
	Noted

	S5-080540
	R4-080743
	LS in
	Rel-8
	E-UTRAN Measurements
	LS reply on RAN Performance monitoring (S5-080540 Source: TSG SA WG5, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG SA WG5
	Noted

	R1-081150
	R4-080732
	LS in
	Rel-8
	RANFS-UplinkSync
	LS on Synchronised E-DCH specification impacts (R1-081150 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG1
	Noted

	R2-081392
	R4-080736
	LS in
	Rel-8
	Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH state in FDD, Enhanced UE DRX for FDD
	LS on Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH and UE DRX (R2-081392 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG2
	Noted

	R3-080556
	R4-080741
	LS in
	Rel-8
	RANFS-HNBeNB
	RAN3 Text Proposal for TR 25.820 (R3-080556 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG3
	Noted

	G2-080231
	R4-080821
	LS in
	Rel-8
	GELTE
	LS on E-UTRAN Neighbour Cell List information for GERAN (G2-080231 Source: TSG GERAN WG2, To: TSG GERAN,TSG GERAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG GERAN WG2
	Noted
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