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1. HNB

a. TP for the TR 25.967 (20 min)
· CR 1757 from NTTDOCOMO, Vodafone, and Qualcomm for enhanced HNB interference coordination based on network control
· Agreed
· 1688, from Qualcomm, NTT-Docomo, and Vodafone, Analysis of HNB Coverage and HNB Interference to Macro UE for Enhanced Interference Management 
· Ericsson: Power can be set based on terminal requirements. NAPC is good for co-channel interference Mitigation. How much modification would be needed from the implementation view? Including this feature into the standards, does it mean that we need to mandate this feature into the products when there are some other techniques available? We shouldn’t mandate these algorithms in the HNB or in the network. It is better to have simulation results from more than one company. 
· Qualcomm: Agree that NAPC involves many aspects (e.g. terminal). But if this information is available to HNB, it can help to make better decision. Agreed to tidy up the editorial. 

· picoChip: These analysis is rather aimed for extreme scenarios. The question is how realistic this extreme case would be.
· Qualcomm: Valid comments. True that aimed to address those less likely scenarios. The mechanism is enhancement for performance optimization. 
· Agreement is reached to take it offline and align wording between Qualcomm, picoChip and Ericsson. 

· Noted and produced revised text for the main meeting. 

· TP 2008 (revised version of 1938), from Qualcomm, NTT-Docomo, and Vodafone, Enhancements for Control of HNB Tx Power 
· Ericsson raised the question on what is the meaning of backward compatibility. 

· Qualcomm: This lower limit is just the addition to the existing RRC signalling. 

· ALU: Two years ago, same proposal was proposed and it is not easy to maintain backward compatibility. NAPC already can be done in current HNB. Not sure if RAN2/3 need to do anything. No objection to include TP but need editorial changes. 
· The contents of the TP are agreed and Qualcomm agreed to provide the CR for approval at the main meeting. 
2. HeNB

a. FDD HeNB (40 min)
· Simulation assumptions for approval: Alcatel-Lucent 1731, 1796
· 1731, 
i. CMCC want to add one more additional possible HeNB antenna gain at 3 dBi for analysis. In addition to that, macro UE distribution need to be specified in case of dense-urban modelling.
ii. picoChip raised the question on what is the 3 dBi antenna gain for.
iii. Agreement is reached that a revised version on simulation assumptions will be provided for approval at the main meeting. 
· 1796, 
iv. picoChip support Variable power allocation algorithm for both HeNB UL and DL
v. Ericsson: Support Variable power allocation for both UL and DL

vi. Qualcomm: support Variable power allocation for both UL and DL. 

vii. ALU: Both fixed and variable does not make any difference in full-buffer traffic. 

viii. It is agreed to use variable power allocation for HeNB UL and DL.
· Simulation results: Alcatel-Lucent 1732, PicoChip 1785, Qualcomm 1906, 1907, 1908
· 1732
i. 1732 proposed to have sufficient dynamic range for HeNB. This document was noted.
· 1785
i. Qualcomm need some clarifications on how the fractional power control and Proprietary methods were presented in the Figures.
ii. Noted.
· 1906
i. Noted. 
· 1907

i. Noted. 

· 1908

i. 1908 discussed the impact of co-channel deployment for PDCCH performance. The proposed scheme needs partial BW estimation. 
ii. CMCC raised question on if any changes would be needed on UE side. 

iii. Qualcomm: Yes, it is intended for Release 9. 

iv. Noted. 

· Interference Scenario for approval: Vodafone 1976
· picoChip: Same characterisation for TDD HeNB in terms of victim and aggressor. Scenario numbering is not aligned. Useful to align the scenario numbers with TDD HeNB. 
· VF: the scenario numbers would be aligned when they are captured in TR stage. 

· Interference scenario proposal is agreed by the group. 
· Adjacent channel protection following the same requirements used for HNB: Qualcomm 1904, 1932
· 1904, 1932

i. These two contributions are noted by the group. 1932 proposed a good start point for investigation on HeNB adjacent channel protection.
b. TDD HeNB (30 min)
· Synchronization requirements: CMCC 1786, Qualcomm 1902

· 1786

· QC: Agreed with the analysis and shared the views with CMCC. Synchronization is beneficial. However, there are some concerns on the equations in the document. 
· Noted

· 1902

· Noted. 
· Performance of Time and Frequency Synchronization using Coordinated Silence: Qualcomm 1901

· picoChip: in NLM, you only restrict to one hop only?
· QC: still can extend to multiple hops

· CMCC: In Scenario 2, where there is no macro eNBs, how to achieve synchronization?

· Noted. 
· Frequency error requirements: CATT 1736

· CMCC: What is the impact on EVM?

· CATT: No information available at this stage. Need further analysis. 
· Noted

· ACLR requirements: CMCC 1789, 1790

· 1789
· Noted. 

· 1790

· Noted. 

· Preliminary simulation results: CMCC 1788

· Noted. 
· TP for interference scenarios and deployment configurations: CMCC 1787

· Agreed. 
· TP for HeNB timing accuracy requirements: Qualcomm 1931 
· Motorola raised question on how to determine the T_dist.

· Qualcomm: there are a couple of possible methods to determine the T_dist. 

· Agreed. 














































































































































































