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1. Introduction

A Pico eNB ad hoc meeting is held on Oct. 13 Morning.

The attending companies are: CATT, Huawei, NTT DoCoMo, picoChip, Qualcomm, NSN, ZTE, Kyocera, and Ericsson. 
2. Agenda
2.1 Overall [8]
2.2 TX requirements
2.2.1 Unwanted emission [3,6,9]
2.2.1.1 ACLR
2.2.1.2 Operating band unwanted emission

2.2.1.3 Spurious emission 

2.2.2 Other related [1]
2.3 RX requirements

2.3.1 Receiver Sensitivity [2, 10]

2.3.2 ACS and dynamic range [7, 11]

2.3.3 Blocking and IM, etc [4,7,12]
2.4 Other aspects [5, 13, 14]
List of contributions:
	1
	R4-093510
	Discussion
	Clarifications on some LTE pico NodeB RF requirements
	TeliaSonera

	2
	R4-093534
	Approval
	Proposal for Pico eNodeB receiver reference sensitivity level
	CATT

	3
	R4-093535
	Approval
	Proposal for Pico eNodeB operating band unwanted emission requirement
	CATT

	4
	R4-093536
	Approval
	Proposal for Pico eNodeB receiver blocking and IM requirement
	CATT

	5
	R4-093537
	Approval
	Proposal for Pico eNodeB demodulation performance conditions
	CATT

	6
	R4-093538
	Approval
	Proposal for Pico eNodeB ACLR and receiver spurious emission requirement 
	CATT

	7
	R4-093539
	Approval
	Proposal for several Pico eNodeB receiver requirements based on the Noise raise
	CATT

	8
	R4-093586
	Approval
	LTE Pico NodeB WI TR ab.cde v0.1.0
	Huawei

	9
	R4-093587
	Approval
	Unwanted emissions for LTE Pico NodeB
	Huawei

	10
	R4-093588
	Approval
	Text proposal on receiver reference sensitivity for LTE Pico NodeB
	Huawei

	11
	R4-093589
	Approval
	Dynamic range, ACS requirements for LTE Pico NodeB
	Huawei

	12
	R4-093590
	Approval
	Text proposal on blocking requirements for LTE Pico NodeB
	Huawei

	13
	R4-093591
	Discussion
	co-existence simulation results between Macro cell and Pico cell
	Huawei

	14
	R4-093731
	Discussion
	Performance of UL range expansion
	Qualcomm Europe

	15
	R4-093987
	
	Revised version of R4-093534
	CATT

	16
	R4-093988
	
	Revised version of R4-093537
	CATT

	17
	R4-094008
	
	Revised version of R4-093536
	CATT


3. Meeting minutes
The agenda was agreed upon.
3.1 Overall [8]

Discussion: Kyocera asked about outdoor pico eNB scenario. Huawei clarified that the current work is focused more on indoor scenario due to limited time, but study on outdoor scenario is welcome keeping the Dec. deadline in mind.
Decision or Way Forward: the TR has been approved.
3.2 TX requirements
3.2.1 Unwanted emission [3,6,9]

CATT presented contribution [6], proposing ACLR limit of 45dB.

Huawei presented contribution [9] with a proposed ACLR limit of 45dB.
CATT presented contribution [3].
3.2.1.1 ACLR

Discussion on absolute ACLR limit: NSN sees some benefit of capturing some absolute limit. ACLR req. applies to the whole dynamic range. When the BS powers down, the limit obtained from relative ACLR would be much lower than the spectrum emission level.
Huawei proposed to agree on an absolute ACLR limit in range of 5 dB below SEM mask level.

Decision and way forward: 1) 45dBc ACLR is agreed. 2) It is agreed that an absolute ACLR limit in range of 5 dB below SEM mask level can be set once the SEM level is agreed. 
3.2.1.2 Operating band unwanted emission

Discussion: Huawei asked a question of clarification on the CATT proposal.
Decision and Way forward: offline discussion will be carried out.
3.2.1.3 Spurious emission 

Discussion: Huawei commended the exact level depends on receiver sensitivity. And since the noise figure for UTRA and E-UTRA BS may not be the same, so the consideration of UTRA and E-UTRA may be different. Apart from noise figure, the methodology is agreed.
Way forward: offline discussion will be carried out.
3.2.2 Other related [1]

Contribution not presented.
3.3 RX requirements

3.3.1 Receiver Sensitivity [2, 10]

CATT presented contribution [15], a revised version of [2].

Huawei presented contribution [10].

Discussion: Huawei asked if the change in CATT paper, i.e. ACIR changed from 33dB to 30dB, has led to any change in the proposed noise rise figure.

Huawei also mentioned that we need to consider both system performance and implementation cost, currently CATT proposal is basically the same as for macro BS.
Way forward: further offline discussion will be carried out.

3.3.2 ACS and dynamic range [7, 11]

CATT presented contribution [7].
Huawei presented contribution [11]. 

Discussion: Huawei summarized the different for deriving interference signal level for dynamic range, that is, Huawei used simulation and CATT used calculation. And Huawei would like to see the interference signal level from simulation.

For ACS, Huawei commented that the wanted signal level depends on receiver sensitivity.

Way forward: the methodology of CATT is in general agreed. Further offline discussion is needed.
3.3.3 Blocking and IM, etc [4,7,12]

CATT presented contribution [17], a revision of [4].
Discussion: Huawei commented that using interfering signal mean power of UE ACS is not reasonable. It is known that there are both low and high test parameters chosen in UE ACS test. When using the high parameter, the wanted signal is very strong, which means the UE would not transmit the maximum power at the same time. It would therefore lead to too pessimistic results. Huawei also asked for clarification of the equation on Wanted signal mean power.
CATT: for the first question, we use this value to deduce coupling loss. For the second question, we can take it offline.

Huawei presented contribution [12].

Discussion: CATT commented the percentage of indoor UEs, i.e. 20%, should be higher. Huawei tried to understand the reasoning, but it seems offline discussion is needed. 

Qualcomm comments: 1) in simulation, UEs are randomly dropped. Wonder if random dropping is reasonable as blocking is mainly caused by UEs close to Pico eNB. It may be more useful to use worst case scenario. 2) 36.101 UE can operate with a high level of interference with high wanted signal.
Huawei commented that for the first comment, it is not clear how realistic it is to use a worst case and so far the statistic approach seems to be the best. For the second comment, UE performance may be vendor dependent.
Way forward: more offline discussion will be needed.
3.4 Other aspects [5, 13, 14]

CATT presented paper [5]. No comments due to lack of time.
Contributions [13, 14] were not presented due to lack of time.







