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Information
Introduction

AdHoc session to discuss BS issues related to Carrier Aggregation was held on Thursday 13.5. at 18:30 pm – 20:00 pm. 
The following companies were present: Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, Huawei, NTT DoCoMo, Panasonic, CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent, Deutche Telekom, Motorola, TeliaSonera, Samsung, Alcatel-Lucent, Qualcomm, CATT
Following colour code is used below to show the way forward:

Gray:


Documents can be noted

Green:


Green light from AH ( review until Friday 14.5. ( revisions if needed ( possible to agree

Turquoise: 
Merge contributions for the next meeting
1. BS Requirements (1.5 h)
1.1. Relationship to MSR spec (15 min)

	R4-101916
	LTE CA BS requirements in 36 and 37 series
	Ericsson and ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Network

	R4-101785
revised in 

2193
	TP for CA BS TR: New Clause 4.4 Applicability of requirements
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-102070
	Comments on R4-101785 on applicability of LTE CA BS requirements
	Alcatel-Lucent


Related CRs under MSR Agenda:
Clarification of applicability of requirements for multi-carrier BS
· 2182 and 2183 for 36.104 / 141

· 2197 and 2198 for 25.104 / 141
Issues for discussion:

· are the proposed changes in 2070 acceptable; see also Tdoc 2193
Points made during discussions:
Agreed way forward:
· time to check 2193 until Fri 
1.2. TX Requirements (60 min)

NOTE: for coming to agreements we should stick to the agreed scenarios (intra 20+20 (+10), inter 10+10) and UE category assumptions (Tdoc 2117). Impact of addition of 6 RBs in future releases can be discussed, but if no immediate agreements can be reached, we should move on.
General Clauses (4, 6.1)

	R4-101786
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 4 (General)
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-101734
	Text Proposal for CA BS TR Clause 6.1 General
	Huawei

	R4-101787
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.1 (General)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Issues for discussion:

· is 1786 acceptable (focus on WA) ?
· requirements & antenna connectors ( how to merge 1734, 1787
Points made during discussions:
· why to limit 1786 to WA only, proposal not to mention WA specifically, TDD license for indoor only

· WA is fine for FDD
· existing specs should be checked, inter-band CA wrt. antenna connectors should be studied
· term “multi-carrier transmission with multiple transmitter antenna connectors” in 1767 is agreeable as it’s also agreed now for MSR
Agreed way forward:
· revise 1786 for agreements on Fri
· merge 1734 and 1787 for the next meeting
Occupied BW

	R4-101991
	Channel Arrangement for LTE Advanced
	NTT DOCOMO

	R4-101735
	Text Proposal for CA BS TR Clause 6.6.1 Occupied bandwidth
	Huawei

	R4-101790
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.6.1, 6.6.2 (ACLR)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Issues for discussion:

· check ITU regulation 

· is a new occupied BW requirement needed ? 
· wait outcome of UE related discussions ?

· impact from discussion on CA nominal carrier spacing ( need to wait outcome?
· if new occupied BW requirement is needed, how to define the aggregated BW?
Points made during discussions:
· total aggregated BW introduced, the term is not clear
· MSR approach could be taken, further studies what should be done for OB

· OB definition coming from regulations, SM.328 does not specify MC, OB should be specified also for BS, study where the OB is actually used in different regions
· channel spacing and guard bands to be agreed first
Agreed way forward:
· 1991 as input for future studies

· study ITU regulations

· proposals on how requirements could be defined in the next meeting
UEM

	R4-101737
	Text Proposal for CA BS TR Clause 6.6.3 Operating band unwanted emission
	Huawei

	R4-101791
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.6.3 (Operating band unwanted emissions)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Issues for discussion:

· In Rel-8/9 the channel edges are defined as the lowest and highest frequencies of the carrier separated by the channel bandwidth, i.e. at FC +/- BWChannel /2
· how to define channel edge frequency where the UEM (ACLR1) starts?
· for edge carriers with BWChannel ≧5 MHz

· for edge carriers with BWChannel < 5 MHz

· Is it acceptable to choose the LTE Rel-8/9 UEM as basis ?

· start of spurious domain (acc. SM329, -25 dBm/100 kHz) for edge carriers with BWChannel < 5 MHz. Related to the definition of Necessary bandwidth (N.B.) of the BS TX signal.
· 2* BWChannel as in Rel-8/9 ?
· according to the BS “RF bandwidth”, if that one is ≧5 MHz ?
· feasibility of meeting LTE UEM for edge carriers with BWChannel < 5 MHz in CA scenarios

· updating of Annex F
· merged TP during this meeting?
Points made during discussions:
· concerns on CC < 5 MHz related to ACLR, also CC > 5 MHz to be considered
· what is the starting point for the mask, channel (Fc +/- BW/2) or something else?

· study SM.329 and FCC rules for the license block edge
Agreed way forward:
· spectrum mask proposals based on LTE mask for the next meeting
ACLR

	R4-101736
	Text Proposal for CA BS TR Clause 6.6.2 ACLR
	Huawei

	R4-101790
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.6.1, 6.6.2 (ACLR)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


NOTE:
there are also related REL-9 CRs
Issues for discussion:

· how to define the ACLR requirement
· for edge carriers with BWChannel ≧5 MHz

· for edge carriers with BWChannel < 5 MHz

· feasibility of meeting ACLR for edge carriers with BWChannel < 5 MHz in CA scenarios

· note MSR related discussion
· ambiguity in Annex F
· merged TP during this meeting?
Points made during discussions:
· consensus on BWChannel ≧5 MHz option, see related REL-9 CRs
Agreed way forward:
· proposals for the next meeting
Spurious emissions

	R4-101792
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.6.4 (Transmitter spurious emissions)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Issues for discussion:

· is 1792 acceptable ?
Points made during discussions:
· do we need to extend the upper frequency 12.75 GHz to fulfill ITU recommendations (5* Fc), 12.75 GHz is more than that today
Agreed way forward:
· study further for the next meeting
Time alignment

	R4-101733
	Text Proposal for CA BS TR Clause 6.5.3 Time alignment between transmitter branches
	Huawei

	R4-101789
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.5 (Time alignment between transmitter branches)
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-101917
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.5.3, Time alignment between carriers
	Ericsson and ST-Ericsson


Issues for discussion:

· can we agree the structure of the requirement ?
· Relaxation of TAE in case of transmission of aggregated carriers within an operating band vs transmission of aggregated carriers at a single transmitter antenna connector
· do we need to support of RF combining for intra-band CA ( consistency of the requirement
· merged TP during this meeting with values in [] or TBD?
Points made during discussions:
Agreed way forward:
· not treated in the AH (offline discussions between companies
Other requirements

	R4-101744
	Discussion on BS transmitter requirement definition for intra-band contiguous CA
	Huawei

	R4-101788
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.2, 6.3, 6.4 (BS output power)
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-101793
	TP for CA BS TR: Clause 6.7 (Transmitter intermodulation)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Issues for discussion:

· get common understanding of the SC vs MC interpretation as discussed in 1744
· distinguish carefully between core and test spec

· is 1793 acceptable ?
Points made during discussions:
· table 1 may look different for core and test spec, which one was used as a basis ( offline clarifications
Agreed way forward:
· take this as a check list for individual requirements, first for core and later test spec
1.3. RX Requirements (15 min)

	R4-101688
	Text proposal for CA BS TR, section 7.1, 7.2, 7.3 and 7.4
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-101689
	Text proposal for CA BS TR, section 7.5
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-101690
	Text proposal for CA BS TR, section 7.6 and 7.7
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-101691
	Text proposal for CA BS TR, section 7.8
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	R4-101738
	Text Proposal for CA BS TR Section 7 Receiver characteristics
	Huawei


Section 7.1
Issues for discussion:

· Is it acceptable to specify the general section to cover multi-carrier operation as well as CA?

· Can we agree the proposal in 1688?
Points made during discussions:
· contributions from last meeting were revised based on the feedback at the e-mail reflector 
· existing requirements shall be applicable for all received carriers, positive and negative offsets shall be included in the spec, otherwise no exact information where the interfering signal is located – this is also aligned with existing specifications 25.104 and 37.104
Agreed way forward:
· offline discussions for the next meeting
Section 7.5-7.8
Issues for discussion:

· Can we agree to introduce positive and negative offsets for the relevant sections (alignment with 25.104 and 37.104)?

· Can we agree the structure of Rx requirements on the basis of documents 1689-1691?
Points made during discussions:
· contributions from last meeting revised based on feedback
Agreed way forward:
· offline discussions for the next meeting














































































































































































