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The following document capture the proposals, discussions and agreements for 2 ad-hoc sessions on LTE-UE, held on Wednesday 11-02 and Thursday 12-02.
1.
UE MAXIMUM OUTPUT POWER 
Proposals
· R4-090739 Approval Test case for UE maximum transmission power NTT DOCOMO 

· It was concluded that UE maximum transmission power with +/- 2 dB power tolerance should be tested based on “8 RBs x 3” measurements, as illustrated in Figure 1. 

· If the proposed measurement method was agreeable, it is proposed that RAN4 should send LS to RAN5 so that they could define the test cases for UE maximum transmission power appropriately.  

· R4-090811 CR Maximum output power tolerance Qualcomm Europe, Samsung     

· When the transmission bandwidth is confined within FUL_low and FUL_low + 4 MHz or it is confined within FUL_high - 4 MHz and FUL_high, the maximum power accuracy is relaxed by reducing the lower limit by [2dB].  

· When the Transmission Bandwidth Configuration is at least 25 RBs then the average maximum power across the Transmission Bandwidth Configuration will also comply with the requirements specified in Table 6.2.2-1, irrespective of the distance to the uplink band edge.  

· For testing compliance with this requirement, the power is measured with averaging across multiple non-overlapping uplink transmission allocations where each RB in the Transmission Bandwidth Configuration is used in no more than one transmission and where the Transmission Bandwidth in any of the transmissions is not more than that specified in Table 6.2.3-1 for MPR = 0 dB.  If the uplink allocation sizes used are not all equal then the average maximum output power  is computed by weighting with the Transmission Bandwidth in the linear domain , where K is the number of transmissions used in the averaging,  is the maximum output power in the ith transmission in dB,  is the Transmission Bandwidth Configuration in RBs and  is the Transmission Bandwidth in the ith transmission in RBs with ,  

· R4-090838 CR UE maximum output power Ericsson    
· for RB allocations confined either below FUL_low + [3] MHz or above FUL_high – [3] MHz, a relaxation of the lower tolerance limit by [2] dB is allowed under extreme conditions for all FDD bands

· R4-090682 CR UE uplink power control  - Nokia / Motorola
· Spectrum flatness impact on maximum power is FFS.

1.1
Ad Hoc 1:

Discussion
Vodafone asks to remove the tolerance values from the power class table for all operating band. The reason is that in Pcmax section there are also the tolerances.

The chairman clarifies that this is a major change in the specification. These values would be defined for regulatory requirementss, Pcmax takes into account MPR and resource block allocation. They address two different scenarios, they are needed.
Ericsson thinks that in NTT proposal  there are some problems of consistency with other requirements. If 3 chunks of 8RBs are allocated in the edge after  power up command to reach the max power, they have to stay between 23+-2dB. We have to satisfy the ACLR requirements.. What is the max power for the ACLR test? is this average power of the 3 chuncks. The aerage is not consistent with other requirements. In the ACLR test it is unclear what is the max power, if it is defined on the block or defined as an average. This may introduce problems.

NTT clarifies that the ACLR requirement is a relative requiement. We do not need to use average value for the ACLR.

Ericsson asks what is the max power value for which you measure the ACLR. If you consider the average and a value lower than the max can eb reached (only 20 or 19), is this the max power for which you compute the ACLR?

NTT says that we do not need to use the same approach for LTE spec.

The chairman clarifies that in ericsson’s proposal there is no need for a relaxation for normal condition, so there are no impacts on the ACLR. 

Ericsson clarifies that in their proposal any RBs allocation would be well defined and you know what is the max power.

Qualcomm thinks that Ericsson’s proposal is not feasable.

Fujitsu would like to leave some freedom in the ue implementtion ( prefer NTT proposal

Qualcomm: if you mandate “8 RBs x 3” measurement this won’t be applicable for 3Mhz.

Nokia proposes to leave the measuremnt length for further study.

Vodafone does not want to see such a relaxation for all the band.

Orange says that proposal from Nokia in doc 932 does not seem to be the same thing. They are clearly reducing the applicability of the core requirements, these requirements do not apply to some RB allocations. They will work on test methodology but the requirement still apply.

The chairman clarifies that  you design a PA to cover both umts and lte, when u measure for umts, you measure out the effect of the edge because of the wideband nature of the measurement. In case of lte, if you have only 1 rb at the adge you will have a smaller power. 

Orange says that it does seem to be the same conclusion in ericsson conclusion.

Ericsson states that for normal conditions you do not need any relaxation for 1 RB allocation.

Orange is against the relaxation in normal condition even for 1 RB allocation.
Nokia states that the  PA cost current and money.

Q// and Fujitsu thinks that the relaxation is needed.

Motorola: 1dB (from 23 to 24dBm)  increase ( 26% current increase( problem with battery life. (shown in a Motorola contribution).

Vodafone would like some time to check.
T-Mobile better to finish in this meeting. They would like to have a balance between complexity and performance.

Ericsson: Docomo is a good proposal. If operators are happy to have a requiremetns for ACLR where the max output power is not known they are fine with this. Maybe it would be better to avoid using the average power but using only 8RBs. Maybe we can do measurements only over 8RBs, we may relax the tolerances also in normal conditions.

Way Forward

At least one operator is against the relaxation of the conditions at the edge of the band

No agreement is reached. Need to discuss offline.
1.2
Ad hoc 2:
Proposed change in the CR

1. When a transmission configuration is confined within FUL_low and FUL_low + 3 MHz or FUL_high – 3 MHz and FUL_high, the maximum power accuracy is relaxed by reducing the lower limit by 2dB.
Discussions:

NTT: agrees with the relaxation. Send LS to ran 5. Need to define a test to address this in ran 5.

Orange asks if this is applicable to all the bandwidths?

NSN: applicable which fits entirely in this area, for example a 5MHz full allocation does not apply. If there are 5MHz with only 3MHz are allocated starting from edge the relaxation is applicable.
The change is applicable to TDD as well, because you still need the same filter for spurious emission control. 

China mobile says that the requirements is band-dependent for some particular case the relaxation is not applcable (ex band 40).

Orange asks which bands have the biggest constraints.

NSN and the chairman clarifies that all the band where the band gap is small, the atttenuation of the tx must go rapidly down.

It will be huge effort to have a band specific requirement.

Orange and China Mobile have concerns and do not agree. 
T-Mobile would like to agree in this meeting.

Ericsson: possible way forward is to devide it for normal (1dB) and for extreme (2dB) conditions, for normal conditions the temperature variation will be less.

Orange acceptable way forward

Way forward: 
Remove some ambiguity in the wording (remove “configuration” and use “bandwidth”)

1dB for Normal conditions and 2dB for extreme conditions.
NTT to draft RAN 5 to help defining the test conditions.

2.
Configured Tx power 

Proposals
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NOTE to be added to above table 

· R4-090811 Qualcomm /Samsung
· When the transmission bandwidth (see Figure 5.4.2-1) is confined within FUL_low and FUL_low + 4 MHz or it is confined within FUL_high - 4 MHz and FUL_high, the maximum power accuracy given by Table 6.2.5-1 is relaxed by reducing the lower limit by [2dB] for PCMAX = 23dBm and by [1dB] for PCMAX = 22dBm. 

· When the UL signal transmitted by the UE is associated with a non-zero MPR value or a nonzero A-MPR value, or both, the lower PCMAX tolerance limit is modified by taking the lower of the absolute lower limit given by Table 6.2.5-1 and the value calculated as PUMAX – 2dB – MPR – A-MPR 

· Normal requirements only 

· R4-090838 Ericsson
· NOTE 1:  applies for allocations confined either below FUL_low + 3 MHz or above FUL_high – 3 MHz and 

· extreme conditions (FDD)

· R4-090682 Nokia /Motorola
· Spectrum flatness impact on Pcmax is FFS.

2.1
Ad hoc 1
Discussion:
Normal Conditions: 
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Vodafone: Ericsson is ready to find the compromise. The way forward for them to take the best values.

NTT prefers to have requirements for extreme conditions as well. Motorola/ Nokia is fine for them.

Orange addresses the case when the ue comes to exceed the pcmax because of the power control accuracy. They ask how we can handle this situation
The chairman clarifies that this issue is considered in a different agenda point.

Orange asks how we accumulate the power accurancy independently if we are close to Pcmax. And when the ue is supposed to tx at tx max

Motorola: if you transmit at 23 you can not exceed +-2dB.

Ericsson asks for extreme conditions, and notes that there is a link with the way the max power is computed.
The chairman clarifies that we have not decided how to measure it so far, once it is decided, we will see if it is applicable. 
Vodafone would like to take the best which is Ericsson proposal. Orange would prefer Ericcson proposal.

NTT: they would prefer the best from performance perspectives( motorola and Nokia proposal

Ericsson: they accept the Motorola and Nokia’s proposal.

Way forward:
-Motorola/Nokia (blue, in 682) values for normal conditions

Side conditions (note under the table) are for further studies
2.2
Ad hoc 2.
Change in the CR:

	PCMAX    (dBm)
	Tolerance (dB)

	
	(Normal)
	(Extreme)

	23
	± 2.0
	[± 2.0]

	22
	± 2.5
	[TBD]

	21
	± 3.0
	[TBD]

	20
	± 3.5
	[TBD]

	19
	± 4.0
	[TBD]

	18
	± 4.5
	[TBD]

	13 ≤PCMAX < 18
	± 5.0
	[TBD]

	8 ≤ PCMAX   < 13
	± 6.0
	[TBD]

	-40 ≤ PCMAX < 8
	± 7.0
	[TBD]


Side Condition:


When a transmission bandwidth is confined within FUL_low and FUL_low + 3 MHz or it is confined within FUL_high – 3 MHz and FUL_high, the configured transmitted power accuracy as specified in Table 6.2.5-1 is relaxed by reducing the lower limit by 2dB.
Discussions:

Qualcomm would like to have a discussion on the implication of MPR.

Way forward: 
Separate the relaxation for normal conditions (1dB) and for extreme conditions (2dB).
3.
Power Tolerances 
3.1
Absolute power tolerance 
Proposals
· R4-090686 Approval Open loop power Qualcomm Europe 

· R4-090616 Discussions on LTE power control tolerances – Ericsson

· R4-090895 Absolute power tolerance – Motorola

· R4-090820 CR Correction of LTE absolute and relative power tolerances Ericsson, CMCC. 

· R4-090682 CR UE uplink power control  - Nokia / Motorola


[image: image3]
3.1.1
Ad Hoc 1:

Discussion: 

Ericsson says that in ran 1 there has been a proposal in ran 1 cosigned by operators where it is mentioned that they are interested in having a mix traffic model.

They have considered the right scenarios for LTE in order to derive the the requirements for absolute tolerances.

Ericsson proposal is a tightening of the requirements to address cqi reporting of 40ms.

Nokia says that ericsson’s proposal is not acceptable. They ask for other views about the CQI periodicty

Ericsson states that 10ms periodicity is not very good for battery consumption. 

Qualcomm:  longer cqi period can be used in drx case. 

Ericsson: large power tolerance imply that the power level can be too high (Create to much interference) or too low (the signal don’t get through). To have the signal got through this is achieved by reducing the load in the system ( this bring the capacity low.

NTT: they support ericsson, 20ms for cqi reporting would be realistic.

Ericsson: in this case  there will be quite a lot of initial transmissions. The tightening of the absolute tolerance is useful to maintain the pucch capacity in the cell. 

Motorola: if we can improve the tolerances this should be the goal.  Difficulties to achieve the WCDMA tolerances for lte.

Proposal of compromise: 

Normal conditions: 10dB, Extreme conditions: 13dB

Nokia, Qualcomm and Motorola accept, Ericssons does not accept.

Way Forward: 

No agreement for values.

It is agreed that the absolute power tolerance should apply to

· PRACH (all PRACH formats)

· PUCCH

· SRS

3.1.2
Ad hoc 2
NSN: they can accept WCDMA figures. (+9 and +12) but with the same side conditions as in the other sections (when operating in the band edge there is 1dB for normal conditions and 2dB for extreme conditions).

Ericsson would like to see 8.5dB they have simulations results which show that the PUCCH can be affected.  They can accept some relaxations in the band edges. (when operating in the band edge there is 1dB for normal conditions and 2dB for extreme conditions). 

NSN can not accept the proposal by Ericsson.

Orange prefers Ericsson proposal or have the wcdma values but without the side conditions.

Ericsson proposes normal +-8.5 in the middle of the band, +1dB relaxation for the edge, for extreme conditions, anywhere in the band 11.5dB.  

Way  forward: 
No agreements.
3.2
Relative power tolerance 
Proposals:

· R4-090692 Power control accuracy – Qualcomm

· R4-090820 Correction of LTE absolute and relative power tolerances CMCC, Ericsson


· R4-090821 Correction of LTE absolute and relative power tolerances Ericsson

· R4-090682 CR UE uplink power control  - Nokia / Motorola 

· (excl spectrum flatness)

· Some compromise is needed to close this issue
Normal conditions:
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Extreme Conditions:
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Extreme conditions are offset by a fixed quantity. 

3.2.1
Ad Hoc 1

Discussion:

Qualcomm proposal covers the normal and extreme conditions with one value.

Ericsson: pucch capacity in the cell.simulation shows that a slight relaxation of 0.5dB can be acceptable for pucch. However the absolute requiremetns have much more impact. Ok with the blue curve. But want to come back at the end of the meeting.

Vodafone prefers Ericsson proposal ( since there is only 0.5 dB. It is also ok for Vodafone the blue curve.
Nokia proposal for extreme consitions is a fixed delta from the normal. Ericsson and nokia/motorola are the same a part from 0.

Extreme will be discussed offline. 

Ericsson: they prefer to stay with ericsson values.

Orange: for the relative tolerance the nokia proposal considers extra relaxation to be defined for the edge case. This is an other point that needs to be discussed offline.

Side conditions associted with this needs to be discussed.

Way Forward
Proposal by Nokia and Motorola in 682 is agreed for normal conditions.

Extreme conditions and side conditions are discussed offline.

3.2.2
Ad hoc 2:

Way Forward: Editorial modifications needed in the table.

3.2.3
PRACH Relative power tolerance 821
· R4-090821Correction of PRACH power tolerance –Ericsson

· The old Table 6.3.5.2.1-1 and Table 6.3.5.2.1-2 are removed.

· New Table 6.3.5.2.1-1 and Table 6.3.5.2.1-2 are provided.

· In the new tables, the PRACH column is splited into two columns, i.e. for no RA frequency position change and with RA frequency position change respectively. 

· Other minor editorial correction

· The tolerances under normal condition are slightly relaxed by 0.5 dB contrast to the agreed values in R4-090266 for cell dimensioning. 
3.2.3.1
Ad hoc 1:

Discussion

Proposal by Ericsson to split the requirements with frequency change and no frequency change.(possible change of frequency position of RA resources in consequent RA preamble trasmissions.) delta of 1dB within the two.
At least one operator prefer to use the values agreed in the last meeting.

Way Forward: 

No agreement. Discussion offline

3.2.3.2
Ad hoc 2. 

Orange and China Mobile asks to have, for the relative accuracy pcmax, 1dB for normal and 2dB for extreme conditions.

Way Forward:  No agreement.
4. ON OFF Time Mask PUSCH/PUCCH allocation, 894
· R4-090894 ON / OFF time mask (CR 151r1 to 36.101 Rel-8) (Motorola / Nokia 

· Issues raised
· Diagram in R4-090894 has too much detail 

· Indicate transient period only  when there is frequency hopping at the slot boundary (Intra-sub frame hopping) 

· Transient period

4.1
Ad Hoc 1:

Discussions:

Ericsson proposes a shorter transient period. If they are the only company they accept this.

Qualcomm Fujitsu and Freescale prefer to keep the spec as they are.

Vodafone says that if ericsson can achieve shorter time mask, they prefer ericsson time mask.

Way Forward:

The following time mask in 894 is agreed.
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5. ON OFF Time Mask PUSH/PUCCH/SRS allocation, 
Proposals
· R4-090885
ON/OFF masks for SRS (Ericsson)
· SRS is put outside the transient period
· 30us outside transient . 

· R4-090894
 ON/OFF time mask (CR 151r1 to 36.101 Rel-8) (Motorola / Nokia 
· SRS is outside transient period for standalone and when there is no contiguous transmission after SRS symbol

· When there is contiguous transmission after SRS symbol transient duration is inside SRS symbol to maintain consistent power control behaviour at sub-frame boundary
[image: image1]
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5.1
Ad Hoc 1:

Discussion:

Transient inside when there is contiguous transmission after srs and outside for standalone srs (Motorola/Nokia) or always outside (Ericsson) SRS? Value of the transient?

Ericsson would like to have the transient outside because the srs can be distroyed. Important for fdd for chest, important for tdd, expecially for more advanced algo.

Motorola supports to maintain the same boudanry conditions for all signal format.  RAN 4 has shown the problem to ran 1. They indicated that they still want to maintain the SRS in the boundary and they would accept degradation. If the tdd is seen as an issue it can be treated separately even if their preference is to keep consistency between fdd and tdd.

Ericsson thinks that it better to align the behavior as much as possible. Possible compomise is an extension of  the transition period.

Nokia share the same concerns.

Need to come back.

Way Forward:

Possible compromise by extending the transient period.

No agreements, discussed offline.

5.2
Ad hoc 2
In the CR the following text is included: “The PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS time mask for a situation where a sub frame containing SRS symbol is succeeded by adjacent sub frame is FFS.”
Ericsson would like to put the transient period outside the transient also for the case when you have trasnmission after the srs. The suggested compromise has not been taken completely into account.
NSN: the tolerances for srs are not yet agreed, they are proposing to come back to the tolerances for srs and to missing time mask.
Way forward: transient period of 40mus to be modfied to [x].
6. Power control behaviour after [X] consecutive
What are the possible UE behavior? 
Proposals

· R4-090617 Approval LTE UE Behaviour in UL Power Control Ericsson      
· The UE power drifting can give rise to increased interference and unnecessary TPC_cmd signaling. A TP on UE aggregate power control tolerance is proposed. 
· We suggest having more study on any other necessary UE behavior test and the relevant tolerance can be added in the future meetings.  

· R4-090793 Discussion UE Output Power dynamics' interaction Orange   
· Concerns about interactions between Max Tx Configured power tolerances and power control accuracy and have a common understanding about the UE behaviour to be expected. 
· R4-090618 CR Additional requirement on LTE UE behaviour in UL power control Ericsson     
· Proposal to add additional requirements.
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6.1
Ad hoc 1
Discussion: 

Orange asks clarifications about the right definition fo the tolerance, what is the reference point, is it the power that the ue is supposed to tx (10 less than the max) or the max power? Are we trying only to avoid the drift or are we helping the ue to converge? 

Chairman clarifies that ran 4 needs to undersatnd the ue behavior. Do we have a gap, do we have a freq hopping. There a lot of open issues, put a place holder to indicate that.

Way Forward: 

Some text will be captured in this meeting ( need to come back to fill in the values in the next meeting.

6.2
Ad hoc 2: 
Way Forward:

No agreements.
Some text will be captured in this meeting ( need to come back to fill in the values and to complete the text in the next meeting.

7. A-MPR for NS_07 

Proposals

· R4-090498 CR A-MPR table for NS_07 Nokia     36.101
· Endorsed 
· R4-090685 Discussion Band 13 A-MPR Qualcomm Europe   
· Status: return to
· R4-090839 Discussion Band 13 and NS_07 Ericsson      
· Status: return to 
· R4-090878 CR Rel-8 LTE-RF A-MPR table for NS_07 Verizon   
· Revised in 890

· R4-090890 A-MPR table for NS_07 (CR 156r1 to 36.101 Rel-8) (Verizon)
· Revised in 902
· R4-090902 A-MPR table for NS_07 (CR 156r2 to 36.101 Rel-8) (Verizon)
· Status: return to
· Way forward
-------
· R4-090867 Discussion  RAN-RF Discussion on clarifications of A-MPR values using PUSCH/PUCCH slot boundary Frequency Hopping LG Electronics      
· Question is what A-MPR value should be used when you have frequency hopping 
· Status: return to
· Way forward we return this issue to next meeting to add a clarification note to the specification 
7.1
Ad Hoc 1.

Discussions:

Ericsson and Freescale  they are not blocking the CR in R4-090902  even if they do not agree 

LGE paper in 867: The paper consider the case when different power values in different slot with different values of MPR. what A-MPR value should be used?
Ran 1 did not assume that there is any power change in the 2 slot.

Qualcomm: would like to resolve the issue in this meeting.

If a way forward can be find off line it will be accedptable to resolve it in this meeting.

This can be addressed by a note in the spec( come back in the next meeting with a proposal for the note

Way forward

Cr in 902: Ericsson and Freescale do not agree with the CR in R4-090902 A-MPR table for NS_07 (CR 156r2 to 36.101 Rel-8) (Verizon), but they won’t block the CR if presented.
Document in 867: Discussion offline, if no agreements come back next meeting with a proposal for a note to address this issue.
CR is agreed in the plenary on Thursday 12-02.
8. LO and Image requirements
Proposals:
· R4-090869 CR Rel-8 LTE-RF UE Transmit Modulation Requirement Nortel Networks, Verizon, Vodafone, CMCC, Motorola, LGE  

· LO -28 dBc

· Image -28dBc 

· Come back 

· R4-090923 UE Transmit Modulation Requirement  Qualcomm
· Differentiate the LO leakage requirement for different band groups, tighten the requirements for IQ image,
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Currently the value in the spec is -25 without any differenciation w.r.t frequency 

8.1
Ad Hoc 1: 
Way Forward:

Below 1GHz -28 seems agreeable, -23 value need to be confirmed by some companies.

8.2
Ad hoc 2: 

China Mobile: Split it in 2 bands <1GHz and >1GHz 

Qualcomm prefers to kepp it to 25 until a justification for the relaxation is provided.
Way forward: No agreements
9. Band 17 blocking performance
Proposals:

· R4-090697 Approval Band 17 Blocking -Qualcomm Europe        
· Interferer level for Case 3 is specified to be – 35 dBm
· R4-090683 CR In-Band blocking requirement for band 17 -Nokia/ ATT/ Ericsson/Motorola
· Interferer level for Case 3 is specified to be – 30dBm. In order to enable this more attenuation for blocker from duplex-filter is required. 
· This duplex-filter change increases filter insertion loss. This leads to 1 dB relaxed sensitivity requirement.
9.1
Ad Hoc 1
Discussions:

-30dBm (Qualcomm) or -35dBm (Nokia/ ATT/ Ericsson/Motorola)?
Qualcomm: In principle they can gree with -30, but they have concern for 10MHz. Maybe restrict it only to the case when the channle bandwidth is 5Mhz.

Chairman speaking on behalf ATT: would like to put for 5 and 10MHz, they would like to close in this meeting.

Way Forward: 

No agrreements. Discuss offline.
9.2
Ad Hoc 2.
Qualcomm is fine with -30dBm with the restriction of channel bandwidth of 5Mhz.
Nokia accepts. Need to check with ATT if they accept.

Ericsson accepts.

Way forward: check with ATT. If they accept, the proposal is accepted.

-30dBm with the restriction of channel bandwidth of 5Mhz.

10. Rx sensitivity

Proposals:
· R4-090696 Discussion Maximum Sensitivity Degradation Qualcomm Europe      
· We raised potential issues with the agreed maximum sensitivity degradation cases.  We do not necessarily propose to remove the test; however, we propose to consider that the currently proposed test requirement relies on a specific Rx/Tx architecture, which might not be the common solution in the future.  As a potential solution, the test could be defined The purpose of having a maximum sensitivity degradation
· R4-090859 CR Rel-8 LTE-RF Reference sensitivity requirements for 1.4 MHz in Bands 2 and 4 Freescale   
· Reference sensitivity levels changed to -103.4 dBm from -104.2 dBm and to -105.2 dBm from -106.2 dBm for Bands 2 and 4 respectively in the 1.4 MHz BW case Reference sensitivity levels changed to -103.4 dBm from -104.2 dBm and to -105.2 dBm from -106.2 dBm for Bands 2 and 4 respectively in the 1.4 MHz BW case otherwise the requirements will be stringent for practical duplexers.

· R4-090698 Approval Band edge sensitivity relaxation Qualcomm Europe        
· we propose a relaxation of the sensitivity requirement for the small LTE BW cases when the assigned LTE channel is at the band edge. In this contribution they give some values. The need for the relaxation is not yet agreed.
· R4-090699 CR CR Band edge sensitivity relaxation Qualcomm Europe     36.101 F
· Note 2: In normal operating conditions, when the maximum transmission configuration is confined within FDL_low and FDL_low + 4 MHz or it is confined within FDL_high - 4 MHz and FDL_high, PREFSENS is increased by [3 dB].  This relaxation doesn’t apply when the E-UTRA channel bandwidth is 5MHz or greater.  
· Note 3: In extreme operating conditions, when the maximum transmission configuration is confined within FDL_low and FDL_low + 4 MHz or it is confined within FDL_high - 4 MHz and FDL_high, PREFSENS is increased by [6 dB]. This relaxation doesn’t apply when the E-UTRA channel bandwidth is 5MHz or greater. 

10.1
Ad Hoc 1
Discussions:

Freescale proposal ( relaxation of sensitivity for filter issues for 1.4Mhz for band 2 and 4.

Other companies will have this issues.

Ericsson: need to look at that to have a more general view.

Motorola: they share the view that there is an issue, they would like to come back after investigating the issue.

There is an agreement on that fact that there is an issue as indicated by Freescale.

Way Forward:

There is an agreement on that fact a relaxation of sensitivity may be needed for 1.4MHz and band 2 and 4 as indicated by Freescale.

Need more studies. Come back to this issue in the next meeting.

10.2
Ad Hoc 2

Way Forward: No further agreements.
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