3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #52 
R4-093450
Shenzhen, CN, 24th– 28th August 2009 

Minutes of LTE –UE RF Ad-hoc

Introduction
The way forward after the Ad-hoc is to create the CRs corresponding to the agreements achieved during the ad-hoc.
Agenda (R4-093369)
Tx characteristics 

1) UE maximum output power

2) NS signalling and A-MPR

3) PCMAX

4) In band emission

5) Spectral flatness

6) SRS power requirements

7) Relative power tolerance

8) TDD SRS hopping

9) Spurious emission requirement

10) UE to UE co-existence

Rx characteristics

· Reference sensitivity

· UL BW limitations

· UL power – Rx configuration

· Maximum sensitivity reduction

· ACS / Band 17 Blocker

· OCNG pattern

Approval in the plenary session.

1
UE maximum output power

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	 TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092979
	CR
	Rel-8
	Transmit power: removal of TC and modification of REFSENS note
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Return to
	 

	
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092980
	CR
	Rel-9
	Transmit power: removal of TC and modification of REFSENS note
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093241
	CR
	Rel-8
	UE Maximum Output Power Clarification
	Fujitsu
	 
	CR number is missing 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093242
	CR
	Rel-9
	UE Maximum Output Power Clarification
	Fujitsu
	 
	CR number is missing 


· Overlapping CR

· ST –Ericsson 

· “Transmission configuration” is replaced by the correct “transmission bandwidth” in Note 2 of Table 6.2.2-1.

· Secondly, the band-specific dTC is removed and replaced by a constant 4 MHz for operating bands for which a relaxation of the maximum power is allowed at the band edge. 

· Fujitsu

· In Section 6.2.2, the phrase “. The power is the broadband transmit power of the UE, i.e. the power in the channel bandwidth (clause 5.6) of the radio access mode” is changed to read:  The power is the broadband transmit power of the UE, i.e. the power in the channel bandwidth (clause 5.6) for any active RB blocks within the transmission configuration of the radio access mode.

· Needs combined CR

Discussion:

R4-092979 is noted.

R4-093241 is noted (09xxx is a merge of the proposal)

Document: R4-09XXXX DTC. 

The changes are:

1. Clause 6.2.2: The power is the broadband transmit power of the UE, i.e. the power in the channel bandwidth (clause 5.6) for any active RB blocks within the transmission configuration

2. Table 6.2.2-1: Note 2:      For transmission bandwidths (Figure 5.6-1) confined within FUL_low and FUL_low + 4 MHz or FUL_high – 4 MHz and FUL_high, the maximum output power requirement is relaxed by reducing the lower tolerance limit by 1.5 dB
Discussion 
· Vodafone says that the current def of max output power is the power within the active transmission bandwidth of the ue. They ask if this definition will carry any other meaning.

· Clause 5.6 still refers to some kind of transmission configuration.

· Fujitsu says that the in ran 5 there is an agreement that it was never all the RBs but only the active RBS.

· There was some confusion that the transmit power apply only for full transmit allocation. This CR now clarifies that it applies to any rb tx configuration.

· Vodafone and Qualcomm say that the wording is ambiguous.

· Vodafone asks to clarify the definition of maximum output power.
The CR is acceptable but the text in Clause 6.2.2 has to be modified.

Status: 

Document to be presented on Friday for approval for the correction 

	R4-093407
	CR
	Rel-8
	Transmit power: definition of maximum output power, removal of TC and modification of REFSENS note
	Ericsson, Fujitsu, ST-Ericsson

	R4-093408
	CR
	Rel-9
	Transmit power: removal of TC and modification of REFSENS note
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


	R4-093411
	CR
	Rel-8
	Power range applicable for relative tolerance
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

	R4-093412
	CR
	Rel-9
	Power range applicable for relative tolerance
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


2
NS signalling and A-MPR

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092932
	Discussion
	 
	UEs behaviour for unknown Network Signalling
	KDDI
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093210
	Approval
	 
	Future additional Maximum Power Reduction and SIB2
	NEC
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093211
	CR
	Rel-9
	Correction to the AMPR requirement
	NEC
	 
	 


· Outcome of RAN2 decision on RAN4 is this need since changes handled in R2 is terms of cell barred for REL8

Discussion: 

This was discussed in ran 2 and they are drafting a LS.

The chairman clarifies that in 2012 in Japan  the separation distance will be to 4Mhz, if you want to deploy in the band adjacent to the PHS how do you address in the specification, and in particular how to address the use of NS_0x.

R4-092932 is noted
The following two documents will be reconsidered in the next meeting after receiving the LS from RAN2.
R4-093210 is noted
R4-093211 is noted
	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093120
	Approval
	 
	Release independent NS handling
	Qualcomm Europe
	 
	 


R4-093120: They propose the introduction of an optional NS values and shown to support them in future releases. Their introduction could solve future backwards compatibility issues, improve network management flexibility and lower the complexity of UE implementations. We recommend that RAN4 considers the introduction of optional NS and sends a liaison statement to RAN2.

· NEC asks if this idea has to be considered in an independent manner.

· Qualcomm says that it is supposed to be release independent and optional.

· NTTDOCOMO says that UE must support regulatory requirements. From the operator point of view the ue behaviour should be consistent. They would not like to have as an optional feature.

· Qualcomm clarifies that in case there is a band with a regulatory requirement which in the future will be relaxed. There will be ues who do not understand the relaxed value. Optional signalling will allow to solve the backward compatibility issue.

Status: Noted

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093121
	Approval
	 
	A-MPR for NS_07
	Qualcomm Europe
	 
	 


R4-093121: They proposed two alternative modifications to the A-MPR for NS_07 table.  Recent PA measurements suggest that A-MPR is required to meet the spurious emissions requirement of NS_07 in worst case conditions for allocations starting at 19 of length greater or equal to than 12 RB’s.

· Verizon has concerns on the changes proposed by Qualcomm.

· The discussion is taken offline.

· Status: Return to in the main meeting 

This change was not accepted by Verizon and the document is noted 

3
PCMAX

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092686
	CR
	Rel-8
	CR Pcmax definition (working assumption) (R43-51 Endorsed CR in: R4-092592)
	Qualcomm Europe, Nokia, ST Ericsson, Motorola, Eri
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092687
	CR
	Rel-9
	CR Pcmax definition (working assumption) (R43-51Cat F Endorsed CR in: R4-092592)
	Qualcomm Europe, Nokia, ST Ericsson, Motorola, Eri
	 
	 


· Open issues

· Changes to working assumption

· Current PCMAX does not account for power values between power steps for higher levels

· Further editorial corrections 

Discussion:

R4-092686 is revised into 3365

R4-093365 

In section 6.2.5 the CR mentions the definition of Power Classes as follows:

Power Class is the maximum UE power specified in Table 6.2.2-1 without taking into account the allowed MPR or A-MPR or the tolerance specified in Table 6.2.2-1.

· ST-Ericsson says that this modification may be related to the modification in the Delta_TC CR. Rephrasing can be done offline.
· Vodafone asks if this table is applicable for normal and extreme conditions.

· Qualcomm says that no tolerances are considered. The phrase wants to say that the value 23dBm. 
· Vodafone asks to add a sentence to say that the tolerances apply for normal and extreme conditions. 

· The ue pcmax has bigger range to operate, but regarding the lower pcmax because of the large tolerance not sure if we have to put a note to clarify to issue related to aggregate power control.

· Motorola says that if there is no indication of applicability it means that it is general, applicable to all conditions.

· Qualcomm says that for the aggregate power control is in a very narrow power range. There would not be a direct coupling there. Irrespective of the starting point it will have to stay within the narrow range.

No technical issues. Offline discussion to re-wording.

Status: Agreed 

Document below to be presented for approval on Friday 

	R4-093365
	CR
	Rel-8
	CR Pcmax definition (working assumption) (R43-51 Endorsed CR in: R4-092592)
	Qualcomm Europe, Nokia, ST Ericsson, Motorola, Eri

	R4-093366
	CR
	Rel-9
	CR Pcmax definition (working assumption) (R43-51Cat F Endorsed CR in: R4-092592)
	Qualcomm Europe, Nokia, ST Ericsson, Motorola, Eri


4
In band emission

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093107
	CR
	Rel-8
	Inband Emissions Definition Correction
	Fujitsu
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093108
	CR
	Rel-9
	Inband Emissions Definition Correction
	Fujitsu
	 
	 


Discussion:
R4-093107: In band emissions Table 6.5.2.3.1-1: Minimum requirements for in-band emissions change in footnote 1 to read: The minimum requirement is calculated from the power sum of pertinent listed requirements.

Verizon says that the changes will affect the in-band emissions.
Fujitsu says that these emissions will add in the ue. The intention is not to relax the requirements.

The problem may happen near to the DC, if you do not allow the sum, you may need to thigthen the IQ image to meet the requirements.

ST-Ericsson says that this may be considered as a mask the shape of which depends on the parameters.

Motorola says if you taking the sum will relax the requirements. They are ok with the proposal if this is the wish of the group.

Vodafone says that the in-band emission takes the maximum of the power in the new cr the sum of the powers is considered. They need clarifications.

Qualcomm says that these terms will sum. Companies probably thought about this before and added some margin so the requirement may be ok.

Agilent says that it is technically agreed that these powers are additive, 

R&S says that both the definition result in a mask but they will be different.

Vodafone says that he is not again the changes. This clarification does not really clarify the in-band emission. 
Fujitsu proposes to post-pone the discussion to the next meeting when they will be provide a discussion paper to clarify the issue.

The measurement equipment will measure the total sum of the power but the discrimination between the source is not possible. 

Vodafone would like to know if this aspect was taken into account. The change does not have any substantial effect on the overall performance.

Way forward: come back in the next meeting and Fujitsu will provide a discussion document on the rationale for the proposed change 

Status: Noted
5
Spectral flatness

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092970
	CR
	Rel-8
	Alignment of spectral flatness requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092971
	CR
	Rel-9
	Alignment of spectral flatness requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092895
	CR
	Rel-8
	CR on spectrum flatness
	NTT DOCOMO
	 
	 

	FALSE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093111
	Discussion
	 
	Harmonization of PCMAX with Spectrum Flatness Requirements
	Fujitsu
	 withdrawn
	 


· Background

· Applicable to meet Signal quality requirements and not linked to power requirements

· Two views 

· Spectral flatness is a measurement and performed over normal and extreme conditions

· Spectral flatness is only a equalizer constraint over as part of the EVM computation for normal conditions

· Other signal quality requirements are over normal and extreme (in band emission , carrier leakage)

· Two proposal options

· Note: the requirement for spectrum flatness applies to the signal quality of UE uplink transmission and it is not applicable to other aspects of the UE.

· Note: the requirement for spectrum flatness applies to the signal quality of UE uplink transmission; i.e., it is a bound for the gain compensation applied by the equalizer used in the EVM computation.
Discussion:

Spectrum flatness as a measured requirement or as a bound on the gain compensation applied by the equalizer?
R4-092970 is Noted

R4-092895 is Noted

R4-093111 is withdrawn

R4-09XXXX Spectrum Flatness Clarification Option A
The intent is to clarify that this is for the purpose of the signal quality of the transmission and it can not be used to relax the spec for UE max power.

· Agilent says that the wording is confusing. They agree with the intent.

R4-09XXXX Spectrum Flatness Clarification Option B

· R&S says that the proposal B will be a significant change the way the evm is calculated. Their interpretation is that the spectrum flatness is a requirement that comes out from the measurement.

· Qualcomm says that option A is close to what the intent was and option B will change the intent.Their preference is to keep option a with different wording.
· Agilent agrees with option B but with some sharping of the wording. They think that the intent of option a and option b is the same. 

· R&S says that option b says that the equalizer is constrained by the spectrum flatness. 

· Agilent says that the text in option b is confusing. They think that the part where there is the limitation on the equalizer error should be removed.

· Vodafone says that the wording is confusing.

· People expectation is not in line with option b especially with the line that mentions the limitation on the equalizer error.
Agreed that option A is the current interpretation 

Option a should be revised to sharpen the wording. 
There is consensus that the spectrum flatness only aplies to the signal quality of UE uplink transmission;  Agilent and R&S to lead the discussion The intent is to remove the misunderstanding which would apply on the maximum power.

Status: 

Document below to be presented for approval based on the off –line discussion to clarify the EVM requirement 

	R4-093402
	CR
	Rel-8
	Spectrum flatness clarification
	Fujitsu, Agilent Technologies, Rohde & Schwarz  

	R4-093403
	CR
	Rel-9
	Spectrum flatness clarification
	Fujitsu, Agilent Technologies, Rohde & Schwarz  


6 SRS power requirements

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092972
	CR
	Rel-8
	Additional SRS relative power requirement and update of measurement definition
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Return to
	 

	FALSE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-09xxxx
	CR
	Rel-8
	Additional SRS relative power requirement and update of measurement definition
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 
	proposal needed ST-Ericsson


· Editorial changes as working proposal

· New requirement for SRS within a sub-frame ? 

· Proposal is not to have new requirements

Discussion: 

R4-092972 is revised into a new document.

R4-09XXXX SRS power accuracy proposal presented during the ad-hoc:
· Fujitsu says that the doc talks about power step and power change. They ask about the difference.

· ST-Ericsson says that they are different:

· The power step is the desired power step and the power change is the measured change. Ideally they are equal.

· Fujitsu suggests to explain better the difference.

· ST-Ericsson says that the transition between SRS and pucch would not be included. The text related to this should be removed. 

· Nokia says that their understanding is that a requirement would be needed the only open issue is the agreement on the requirement.

· ST-E/// says that when the SRS and PUCCH are in different sub-frames is more challenging and retain the one that consider the dimensioning.

· Qualcomm says that in the table note 2 it is not clear what is the lower limit of the relative power tolerance. The table specifies a tolerance arund an ideal value. The concern is that mpr and a-mpr are not part of the equation in 36.213.
· NTTDOCMO asks what is the requirement of the transition between srs and pucch within the subframe. The case when there is 20ms gap  and after a single srs is more challenging.
No technical issues. Possible re-wording the clarify the difference between power step and power change.

Open issue on the lower limit of the relative power tolerance in the note 2 in the table which is relaxed and concern about the fact that the mpr and a-mpr is not part of the equation in 36.213. 

Discussed offline to address the changes
Status: 

Document presented to on Friday for approval 

	R4-093409
	CR
	Rel-8
	Additional SRS relative power requirement and update of measurement definition
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

	R4-093410
	CR
	Rel-9
	Additional SRS relative power requirement and update of measurement definition
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


7
Relative power tolerance

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092974
	CR
	Rel-8
	Power range applicable for relative tolerance
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092975
	CR
	Rel-9
	Power range applicable for relative tolerance
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 
	 

	FALSE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092xxx
	CR
	Rel-9
	Power range applicable for relative tolerance
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 
	proposal needed ST-Ericsson


· Motorola asks if the max output is defined without A-MPR and MPR or after applying MPR/A-MPR or it this related to power class tolerance.

· Should this be defined for PUMAX   to avoid ambiguity or ?

Discussion
R4-092974 is revised into a new document.

R4-09XXXX range relative power accuracy

The requirements specified in Table 6.3.5.2.1-1 apply when the power of the target and reference sub-frames are within the power range bounded by the Minimum output power as defined in subclause 6.3.2 and the measured PUMAX as defined in subclause 6.2.5 (i.e, the actual power as would be measured assuming no measurement error). This power shall be within the power limits specified in subclause 6.2.5. 

Status: Agreed way forward.

8
TDD SRS hopping

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093273
	Discussion
	 
	TDD SRS Hopping on  Consecutive UpPTS Symbols
	Motorola
	 
	 


· The transient period is outside the single SRS transmission duration of one SRS SC-FDMA symbol to limit impact on SRS quality/multiplexing capacity.

· RAN4 has defined a 40us transient period at a slot boundary within a sub-frame in the case of Intra-sub frame frequency hopping (PUCCH, PUSCH)

· In case of TDD 2ms UE-specific SRS periodicity  (frequency hopping back to back SRS configuration)

· Option 1:  No RAN1 Specifications change
· A 40us transient period at the boundary between the two UpPTS SC-FDMA symbols is defined in RAN4 (Figure 3) in case of SRS frequency hopping is enabled and UE-specific SRS configuration ISRS=0. It is up to eNB implementation to handle the power transients and associated SRS multiplexing/channel quality degradations. 

· Option 2:  No SRS frequency hopping between the two UpPTS symbols 
· This requires a RAN1 TS 36.211 specification change. No power transients and transient duration during SRS transmissions is needed by using the same frequency resources in both UpPTS symbols. No degradation to SRS multiplexing capacity and SRS channel estimation quality.

· RAN 1 preference is option 1

Discussion: 

· Additional mask should be defined in the case there is hopping and in case there is not, an additional mask in the case of blanking the transmission of one ue during the srs.

· RAB 1 spec allows srs back to back with frequency hopping.

· Qualcomm says that in the case there is no freq hopping having back to back srs does not make sense because it does not provide additional information. They think that a modification of the ran 1 spec is possible.

· LS to ran 1 will provide background information on the preferred solution for the next meeting
Way forward: close the issue in the next meeting
Status: Noted

9
Spurious emission requirement

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092896
	CR
	Rel-8
	Correction of spurious emission band UE co-existence between Band 3 and Band 11
	NTT DOCOMO
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092897
	CR
	Re-9
	Correction of spurious emission band UE co-existence between Band 3 and Band 11
	NTT DOCOMO
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-09xxx
	CR
	Re-9
	Correction of spurious emission band UE co-existence between Band 3 and Band 11
	NTT DOCOMO
	Return to
	proposal needed DoCoMo


Discussion:

R4-092897 is Noted

R4-092896 in Noted

R4-09XXXX_spurious_co-existence: Band 9 has also been removed (in addition to the previously deleted ones). because it won’t be deployed in Japan
Status: Agreed

Document below will be presented for approval on Friday to add band 9

	R4-093357
	CR
	Rel-8
	Correction of Band 3 spurious emission band UE co-existence
	NTTDOCOMO

	R4-093358
	CR
	Rel-8
	Correction of Band 3 spurious emission band UE co-existence
	NTTDOCOMO


10
UE to UE co-existence

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093109
	Discussion
	 
	Band 1 Coexistence Issues with PHS and Band 34
	Fujitsu
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093119
	Discussion
	 
	Band 1- PHS coexistence measurements
	Qualcomm Europe
	 
	 

	FALSE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093112
	Discussion
	 
	Band 1 Coexistence Issues
	Fujitsu
	 
	 

	FALSE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093113
	Discussion
	 
	Band 19 Coexistence with PDC
	Fujitsu
	 
	 


Discussion: 

R4-093109 is noted
R4-093119:
· Fujitsu says that the PA should have been sized with WCDMA, because in that case you will obtain values which will give you margin. This makes sense because the same PA will be used for wcdma and lte.
R4-093112 withdrawn
R4-093113 withdrawn

11
Reference sensitivity

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093110
	Discussion
	 
	Reference Sensitivity Relaxation for Band 4, 3 MHz
	Fujitsu
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093117
	CR
	Rel-8
	CR Band edge sensitivity relaxation
	Qualcomm Europe
	Return to
	 


· Reference sensitivity relaxation

· Do we need to come back as specification is now aligned with contribution

· Band edge sensitivity relaxation

· Note 5: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]

· Note 6: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]

Discussion:

R4-093110 It is endorsed that the relaxation of band 4 is needed.

R4-093117 

· Vodafone asks where the values come from.

· Qualcomm says that there is an extra relaxation because of transmit leakage. 

· ST-E/// has concerns with the relaxation. For 1.4MHz band 2, there is the relaxation, however there are now existing duplexers band band 2. 

· Vodafone says that they are not convinced that the frequencies and the bands are not consistent.

· If considering only the rx filter on the rx side 1.5 dB would be sufficient, the tx side is a very different. In this case it is needed.

Status: Noted
12
UL BW limitations

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093202
	Approval
	 
	UL BW limitation in 700 MHz with MMSE combining
	Qualcomm Europe
	Return to
	 


R4-093202:

· Verizon disagrees with the proposal.

· ALU says that it is too late to change it.

· Qualcomm says that they do not understand the feedbacks. They have not had technical arguments

Status: Noted

13
UL power – Rx configuration

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092976
	Discussion
	 
	Uplink power and RB allocation for RF receiver tests
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092977
	CR
	Rel-8
	Uplink power and RB allocation for receiver tests
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-092978
	CR
	Rel-9
	Uplink power and RB allocation for receiver tests
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093097
	CR
	Rel-8
	UL configuration for Rx performance
	Motorola
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093101
	CR
	Rel-8
	UL configuration for Rx performance
	Motorola
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093102
	Discussion
	 
	UL configuration for Rx performance
	Motorola
	Return to
	 

	FALSE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-09xxx
	CR
	Rel-9
	 
	 
	 
	Proposal needed after discussion


· Open issues for agreement for UL configuration during Rx performance tests

· UL Channel should be specified as PUMAX   (MPR, ΔTC, A-MPR)

· NS_0X signalled should be used for all tests (NS_01 means no A-MPR, NS_OX possibly has A-MPR)

· For restricted UL carrier located at channel centre or edge of channel for; 

· Rx sensitivity tests; Should this band specific to address operators concerns or single generic solution

· All other tests i.e.. ACS, Blocking, intermodulation ETC 

· No worse case since PUMax  is reduced by 4 dB

Discussion

R4-092976: Noted

R4-092977:

· ST-E/// says that some operators want to consider the wost case allocation.
· Motorola says that for band 13 they propose to use NS_06 rather than NS_01. 

· ST-E/// says NS_06 only satisfy the spectrum emission mask, there is no additional ampr. It will always be sent for band 17 unless NS_07 is sent. Different bands have different signalling values.

· Motorola says that if you are at the edge of the channel you may need to have additional mpr. 
· ST-E// says that in general it is tested in the most difficult scenario. 
· In Europe you would use NS_01 which means A-MPR=0. IN Japan you may use NS_05 which allow some uplink power backoff. However the test will always be done in band 1 because it is the roaming band.

· Status: Noted
R4-093097:
· Motorola clarifies that the remaining issue is where to position the uplink RB. Motorola’s view is to put them in the middle.
· Orange would like to stay to the worst case even if we have to apply A-MPR.

· Nokia thinks that we should have only one test signal. They agree with the centre position. 
· You can use NS_01 signalling

· For certain band it is more demanding.
· The difference in the REFSENS is negligible.
· Orange asks some evidences that show that the performance will be the same.

· Nokia says that the intention is to have clear and simple specifications, not to modify the refsens.

· Verizon says that Ericsson proposal makes more sense.

· Fujitsu supports Nokia’s comment. Very similar results are seen for certain bands between the center freq and the edge of the band.

Status: Noted

Summary: We want to have equal requirements for all the tests. They strong support from operator to have the allocation in the edge of the band. Different opinion between vendors.

After offline discussion the agreement is that the uplink configuration will be near the receiver. All the tests will be done with the same configuration ST-Ericsson, Motorola, Verizon, Orange, Fujitsu, Vodafone  to discuss offline and provide a joint CR.
Status: 
Document below

	R4-092977
	CR
	Rel-8
	Uplink power and RB allocation for receiver tests
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

	R4-092978
	CR
	Rel-9
	Uplink power and RB allocation for receiver tests
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


 Will be presented for approval on Friday 

14
Maximum sensitivity reduction

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093096
	Discussion
	 
	Maximum Sensitivity Reduction  
	Motorola
	Return to
	 


· Should this methodology be maintained  

· Full RB allocation at maximum power and specify MSD (TBD) or

· Full RB allocation at  power (TBD) to meet no relaxation in desense 

· Issue raised 

· Transmission of full RB configuration at maximum power will exceed additional spurious emission requirements (PHS, FCC)

Discussion:

R4-093096

· The MSD test is done at max power and full allocation but this is not possible in real configurations.
· Verizon suggests to maintain what is already specified.
· Motorola clarifies that this may be a problem because we will fail to meet the FCC requirement.

· China Mobile suggests to maintain the same table.

· Vodafone thinks that we do not have to change a note on the basis that the note is not accurate.  We should be able to find a wording to clarify the situation in this meeting for the note.

· ST-E/// proposes to use the fact that each band has to be configured in valid operating condition.

· Valid NS_1 values should be considered in order to consider a valid operating condition as long as the spectrum emission mask is not violated.

· Motorola clarifies that as long as the emission mask is respected that this is considered to be a valid configuration.

· They would like to avoid that there is a software in the test that says that the spectrum emission mask can be violated for this particular test but that it is not used in real life.

The way forward is that the test for MSD is tested with NS_01 signalling for full RB allocation under the constraint that the emission requirements are respected for all the specified channel bandwidth.

Status: Noted
15
ACS / Band 17 Blocker 

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093104
	CR
	Rel-8
	Rx ACS
	Motorola
	Return to
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093105
	CR
	Rel-9
	Rx ACS
	Motorola
	 
	 

	FALSE
	8.1.3.1
	R4-093114
	Discussion
	 
	Band 17 Blocker Scenarios
	Fujitsu
	 
	 


R4-093114 is withdrawn
R4-093104 Proposal to change the values of the ACS.

· There were issues raised by ST-Ericsson.

· ST-Ericsson says that the levels in the table, the levels refer to the integrated power, it is the total power and not the psd. Different adjacent will create different impact, the ACS is related to the psd, but the way it is tested is to consider a certain adjacent at a certain power and a certain bandwidth. They do not belive that the bandwidth factor should be included. We specify a specific bandwidth of the adjacent and a given a certain power. Given different bandwidth you will get different results.

· The chairman clarifies that the ST-Ericsson does not agree with the methodology. This was the justification used by Motorola to modify the ACS value. 

No agreement.

Status: Noted

16
OCNG pattern

	Available
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Type
	Release
	'Title'
	Source
	'Decision'
	Comment

	TRUE
	8.1.3.3
	R4-092720
	CR
	Rel-8
	OCNG: Patterns and use in tests
	Rohde&Schwarz
	 
	 

	TRUE
	8.1.3.3
	R4-092721
	CR
	Rel-9
	OCNG: Patterns and use in tests
	Rohde&Schwarz
	 
	 


Discussion: 

R4-092720  No comments, only presented for information, no decision in the ad hoc.
Status: No comment received and document will be presented for approval on Friday

