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1.
Introduction
This way forward document [1] agreed in RAN4 ad-hoc #10-04 includes arrangement of weekly conference calls to progress the work.  In total 4 conference calls have been held since RAN4 ad-hoc #10-04. The calls were chaired by Alcatel-Lucent and at each meeting the minutes were taken and approved by the participating companies.  These meeting minutes are captured in Appendices of A through D of this document, respectively.
References
 [1]
R4-103947, “Way Forward on Coexistence of Bands 2, 23, and 25”, DBSD, Terrestar Networks, Sprint, Ericsson, NSN, Alcatel-Lucent, Qualcomm, Nokia, Huawei, ZTE
Appendix A – October 21st, 2010 Coexistence of Bands 2, 23, and 25 Weekly Conference Call Summary
Participants:
Sprint: (Nick Baustert)

Alcatel-Lucent: (Man Hung Ng)

Ericsson: (Olav Queseth, Erika Tejedor, Christian Bergljung)

NSN: (Tuomo Saynajakangas and Iwajlo Angelow)

Terrestar (Rhys Robinson, Ted Kaplan, Jeff Freedman)

Motorola: (Edgar Fernandes)

Qualcomm: (Bin Tian)

Verizon: (Pingping Zong) 

T-mobile: (Nelson Ueng)

AT&T (David Shively and Abdulrauf Hafeez)

Elektrobit: (Markku Korkiakoski, Andre Lochin, Juha Katajisto)

Public Mobile: Noel Tin

Huawei:  (Ronnie )

DBSD: (Mariam Sorond, David Zufall, Gerard Mulford, Chris Helzer, Su Zhang)

Summary:
Agreed to have ALU (Man Ng) as Chair, and DBSD as secretary

Chair: First agenda item: agree with timeline for the coexistence studies.  If more time, begin going through issues, starting with DBSD item

Chair: Start reviewing R4-103947 presentation

Issue 1 

Ericsson: proposing (Olav) within 2 weeks (= 11/4), reasonable timeline.

DBSD comment: 2 weeks = 11/4 which is only 5 days before 11/9 RAN4 bands submission deadline, concerned that this would not provide sufficient time to discuss and agree?  Propose 1 week , = 11/28 due date.

Ericsson: simulations of filters needed, cannot promise anything for next week, number of things to do, hard to reach internal resources.

Chair: 11/4 settled, goal of a concrete proposal from Ericsson.  This is probably the most difficult open issue on the table.

DBSD: will this proposal capture all of the band 2 issues, e.g. other operator or vendor proposals, can they be aligned with this timeline?

Sprint: maybe (may have other proposals).  Doing some lab simulations over next couple of weeks, trying to find some bandpass filters for band 2 and G-block testing, does not have a delivery date for these products.

Chair: clarify due date?

Sprint: will certainly try to make 11/4 date.  Will have an update next week 11/28 to let you know.

Chair: 11/4 date should be met by everyone, for any proposals from anyone.

Huawei (Ronnie): here on behalf of Steve Chen.  Cannot attend next meeting.  Steve Chen will coordinate reply, not sure what Huawei can commit to.

Chair: No objections to 11/4 as submission deadline for this item? Agreed.

Issue 2

Sprint: date probably tied in to lab testing being planned, equipment (BP filters) TBD, and lab availability…

Chair: No objections to 11/4 as submission deadline for this item? Agreed.

Issue 3

Ericsson: (Olav) proposal approximate same timeline, cannot promise anything for next week, if ready early will submit to reflector.

Chair: Any other companies plan to submit proposals?  

Chair: No objections to 11/4 as submission deadline for this item. (Proposal from Ericsson)

Reminder to please raise technical concerns earlier, due to possible ripples that other companies may have issues with for any change in the requirements which are applied to all bands.

Ericsson: For now I think we can go ahead and not worry too much about what could happen?  Also, where should this contribution be submitted?  

Chair: RAN 4 band reflector, we can send summary to RAN 4

Chair: if we do not receive anything by 11/4, can we assume everyone agrees, and that there will not be any further proposals?

Sprint: cannot agree to that.

Huawei: also have concern

DBSD: (Helzer) this has been open for 2+ months, can Sprint please explain their concern?

Sprint/DBSD discussion: power on channel vs. BS emissions, DBSD proposal is that blocking requirements for Band 23 would be same as existing bands; what is the Sprint issue?

DBSD: This is not an emissions limit, this is the band 23 blocking spec.

AT&T: agree (with what DBSD said), would assume band 2 BS would be operating at what they are currently

Chair: can take offline.  Chair clarified the difference between spurious emissions and blocking 

DBSD: (Mariam)  11/4 for spurious emissions, understood.  But identification of the concern – can that be set with a deadline as next week?  

Sprint: Agreed to identify concern by 10/28

Chair: Agreement that interested parties (Sprint) will clarify their concern by next week.

Issue 4

Chair: DBSD has a proposal on the table. Can we set next Thursday as deadline for comments, so the proposal can be discussed next Thursday (and counter-proposals be submitted by then)?

Motorola: (resource problem for next week)

Ericsson: we can review and provide comments by next week.  Concern with the legacy issues that will affect a large number of Band 2 mobiles.

Chair: Any other companies intend to submit a proposal?  No.  Any objections for 1 week comment period?

Sprint: again, further review may yield further discussions and potential counter proposals… 

Chair: when would counter-proposals be anticipated?

Sprint: next Thursday too soon.  Reflector or email issue, never received Man’s original email.  

Motorola: quick glance, quick question..  before we progress to emissions, does the 10 MHz channel BW work (settle this first)?  Please clarify how this gets met

Terrestar: (Ted) being studied

DBSD: Chris.  Illustration was example, do not presuppose a full power 10 MHz carrier.

Motorola: would be good to clarify, have further discussion/consideration next week

Chair: can Motorola write up in email, send to DBSD and Terrestar

Motorola: can they just comment directly (without my email clarifying)

DBSD: 10 MHz was approved with our work item.  Would like an email from Motorola with concern.  It is understood that a 10 MHz full power carrier may not be supported in all allocations.

Motorola: would like to raise question

Chair: put discussion offline, private discussion or using reflector.  Can discuss next Thursday if we don’t have counter proposals.

Issue 5

Chair: DBSD has proposal, please provide concerns, discussion, counterproposal by next Thursday. Are we agreed on deadline for comments 11/28?  Counterproposals by 11/4..?  No objections, we are agreed.

Issue 6

Chair: DBSD has some analysis on the table.  Suggest same treatment; comments by next week, discuss next week..  no objections?  We are agreed

Issue 7

Chair: DBSD proposal out there.  .  Suggest same treatment; comments by next week, on reflector, discuss next week..  counterproposals by 11/4.  Sprint, will you agree?

Sprint: we will try.  Clarify: if we don’t get it by then, will you move forward.

Chair: no, you can object, we will have failed our objective of reaching some agreements by the  Jacksonville meeting..  otherwise people may question our progress here…  Can we at least discuss this proposal (and counterproposals) discuss before Jacksonville.?

DBSD: we heard in China that we shouldn’t raise any items that we know will be objected to.  Reminder of goal to successfully meet Jacksonville date for this and other band.  IS that the intent?

Chair: Need to have that confidence that our proposals will not be objected to.  Know people are busy, but we still need to focus the work to meet the timeframe.  Optimistic that we can have some of the controversies agreed to by Jacksonville.  Hopeful: discuss next week, counterproposals by 11/4, and finalize some before Jacksonville..

Huawei: we cannot commit to anything, right guy (Steve) not here today, not sure.

Chair: yes, understood, please see summary and meeting minutes, will be sent to RAN 4. Contributions will be sent to the bands reflector and then a meeting summary to the RAN 4 reflector.

DSBD: yes, will send to RAN 4.  Also, can we discuss alternate times/dates for this call..?

A time of 5:30 PM CET was agreed to (30 minutes later than today’s call)

Appendix B – October 28th, 2010 Coexistence of Bands 2, 23, and 25 Weekly Conference Call Summary
Participants:
Sprint: (Nick Baustert, Harry Perlow)

Alcatel-Lucent: (Man Hung Ng)

Ericsson: (Erika Tejedor, Christian Bergljung, Johan Sköld)

NSN: (Iwajlo Angelow)

Terrestar: (Rhys Robinson, Ted Kaplan, Jeff Freedman)

Motorola:  n/a

Qualcomm: (Bin Tian)

Verizon: (Pingping Zong, Zheng Zhao) 

T-mobile: (Nelson Ueng)

AT&T: (David Shively)

Elektrobit: (Markku Korkiakoski, Andre Lochin)

Huawei:  ( Liu Liehai, Steven Chen)

DBSD: (Mariam Sorond, David Zufall, Ashish Patel, Gerard Mulford, Chris Helzer, Su Zhang)
ZTE:  (Carolyn Taylor)

Samsung: n/a

LG: n/a

Summary:
Referenced items:  Please note that there are two documents being reference in this discussion for background review.  One is R4-103947 which is the Way Forward agreement on this subject that was drafted and approved in Xi’an.  The other is the previous week’s summary notes.

Item 1: We agree on the meeting minutes from 10/21/2010, “Coexistence 2-23-25 Weekly Call Notes Oct 21 2010.doc”, available on the RAN4 Bands reflector.   

Item 2: Nokia (handset side) presentation/submittal R4-103500.  Petri Vasenkari from Nokia is not here today, we will have to get back to this next week.

Item 3. DBSD presentation of their proposal, “DBSD Proposal UE Oct 21.ppt”, available on the RAN4 Bands reflector. DBSD proposal covered issues 4 – 7 from the “Way Forward” presentation, R4-103947.

DBSD began going through their presentation, presented through the first technical issue (Slide 3, Issue 4: “Band 23 UE emissions into Band 2 downlink”).  After presenting Issue 4, opened for questions. 

Sprint: Please clarify whether this proposal covers DBSD only, or DBSD and Terrestar.

DBSD: Proposal covers both DBSD and Terrestar, i.e. the entire band.

Terrestar: Agree, we are talking about the entire band.

Ericsson: Band 2 is currently protected by the -50 dBm level from every other band, so therefore we believe that band 23 should also meet this -50 dBm protection level.  We do agree that given DBSD’s assumptions, blocking is the limiting issue, but that with the band 2 UE duplexer specification, the blocking performance will be improved and will balance with a -50 dBm/MHz requirement.  For protection of legacy services we believe -50 dB should be met.

DBSD: We agree that blocking is the limiting case, see our next slides.   We request that Ericsson submit documents showing duplexer data.  

Ericsson: Clarification: it is different whether you are in the lower part of 2000-2005 MHz vs. the higher part (2005+ MHz), these are different cases.  In the lower case, blocking will be dimensioning, whereas in the upper case, OOB emissions will be dimensioning.  We will still request -50 dB.

DBSD:  May we request limits that are different from 2000-2005 MHz vs. 2005+ MHz?

Ericsson: We would want the entire band to share the same limits.

DBSD:  Please clarify what the impact to standards would be, given that the base station may have to be treated the same way.

Ericsson: This problem similar to Band 7 vis-à-vis Band 38.  We have to deal with a similar issue there.

DBSD: Understood.

TMobile: Antenna and body loss question.  18 dB looks quite high, are you assuming this will not be a data device?

DBSD: We are assuming some head and hand loss, yes.  This value has been chosen as it has been used in the LTE standards already, referenced in R4-080710. Based on that, we think our methodology is appropriate.

TMobile: OK

Sprint: Also share 18 dB number concern.  It is not from 25.942, but from a submission [R4-080710], correct?

DBSD: Correct.

AT&T: Similar concern, and as Motorola noted last week [Edgar’s email] it was a small difference, but can you explain it?  Did it add or what?

DBSD: In text of contribution[figure 3.2-1] it says -8 dBi, yet in the tables and calculations [figures 4.1-1 and 4.2-1] it uses 18 dB of loss.  We felt it was more consistent to use the 18 dB used in the contribution, but if anyone involved in that contribution can clarify the 2dB difference, we would appreciate it.

Ericsson: In deterimining which case will matter, absolute value of the head and body loss doesn’t really matter, the blocking case it still dominant.  As long as you are using the same value in both blocking and OOB emissions analysis, it doesn’t matter.

Chair: Propose move on to (Slide 5), blocking spec so we can finish band 2 before discussing band 25.

DBSD: OK, please move to slide 5.  (Presentation of slide.)  Analysis shows that blocking is more constraining than out-of-band emissions, and results in a UE to UE separation of 3.4m.  However, band 2 UE duplexer may improve this case, so we do not see this as a major issue.  Any questions?

Ericsson: If you are looking at the minimum requirement, yes, then blocking will be dimensioning. However, in practice the blocking is even more constraining since the blocking spec is relative to the reference sensitivity plus 6 dB, while the out-of-band emissions calculations were based on the reference sensitivity.     We feel that legacy UEs in band 2 must be protected. 

DBSD: Are your comments specific to legacy UEs?  Propose to treat separately.

Ericsson: More like legacy operation of a band.  From RAN 4 perspective, want to ensure we don’t introduce anything that will impact legacy bands.

ZTE: Are you suggesting that this requirement will provide protection for legacy mobiles?

Ericsson: Yes.

Huawei: Where is the document?

Chair: clarified location of submission

DBSD: Question for Ericsson.  If existing legacy band 2 mobiles will have issue with blocking from UEs transmitting on 2000-2005 MHz, how will that impact their performance?

Ericsson: That is what we will make sure of, existing licensees operating there.  New bands with limited guard/ separation present new issues.

DBSD:  Meeting -50 dBm / MHz at band edge will not address this blocking issue.  

Ericsson: May have to impose some restrictions.

DBSD: Understand -50 dBm / MHz proposal, but not clear on blocking.  Our thought is that the blocking problem is not solved, what are you proposing?

Ericsson:  Reduced in band power of lowest 5 MHz block, duplexer cannot handle everything.

DBSD: OK, what is your proposal – AMPR or something else?

Ericsson: AMPR could be the answer.  Need to look at practical duplexer numbers (analysis).

DBSD: Can Ericsson review and propose, make a contribution for the next call? 

Ericsson: At least for the meeting. Maybe preliminary for the next meeting.

DBSD: Can we get your duplexer data ahead of time?

Ericsson: RAN 4 #51, submission for PCS for CDMA2000 submission, there is one example.

DBSD: Thank you.  Any further questions on this slide?

DBSD:  Move on/back to slide 4, band 25 stuff.  (Presentation of slide 4.)  Propose -40 dBm / MHz in band 25.  Blocking is again the limiting case.  Any questions?

Sprint (Nick): Again, concern, need to look at 18 dB derivation.  Question: are you assuming any power reduction, e.g. AMPR?

DBSD: Proposing we will meet -40 dBm / MHz.  Continuing to work with vendors, may need some A-MPR for a 10 MHz carrier, but we can commit to meet -40 dBm / MHz now.

Ericsson: We believe A-MPR will be required.

DBSD: Nokia proposal discusses this in more detail (Petri).

Sprint: Do you have actual performance test data for analysis?

DBSD: We do have duplexer specs, yes. But we are not expecting duplexor to fix this, we are assuming it is not helping.  Nokia also assumes it will be met via AMPR.  This is why we have not presented duplexer specifications.

Sprint:  We would like to test the implications of this, with G band mobiles in our lab.  Also issue with legacy band 2.  Sprint trying to emulate these conditions as close as possible to see.  What exact equipment are we talking about?  Just assumptions?

DBSD: Not assumptions, but requirements.  Specifying through 3GPP recognized specifications and values.  Testing part will come afterwards during that stage.  Now, must capture specifications and the requirements.  Providing a band 23 mobile would only show that it might exceed the requirement.

Chair: Get back on track and focus on requirements. Implementation is out of the scope of the standards, though we can not make requirement for something unable to be built.  We should focus on discussing the coexistence requirements to ensure sufficient protection for the coexisting sytems. UE or BS equipment vendor will determine how to meet requirements.  Operator and vendor discussion in future, not here.  

Sprint:  Very hard to describe what blocking spec I’ll need in the mobile without doing testing.

Chair: Duplexer spec mentioned earlier by Ericsson is from RAN4 in 2009 in San Francisco, R4-091858.  Can DBSD supply duplexer spec for band 23 UEs?

DBSD: We have vendor spec for a duplexer, not a duplexer.  The duplexer does not play a role in this analysis.

Ericsson: Comment on duplexer, you are correct that duplexer won’t give you much protection here, it is the “wrong” side of the duplexer. 

Chair: Does this resolve question?  OK.

Sprint: You are saying -40 at G block edge, is that linear interpolation from H block edge?

DBSD: Yes, stair step is linear interpolation.

Chair: More questions?  OK, move on to slide 6.

DBSD: (slide 6 presentation) Siginficant blocking to band 25, and do not expect any help from the duplexer at this separation.  Propose improving band 25 UE blocking spec by 21dB.

TMobile:  Question about power control.  When you have 2 UE approaching a small difference, do you mean that the band 23 UE would limit themselves, but not when they are alone?

DBSD: We are showing the case for full power 23 dBm, and the 5 dBm for a mobile under power control.  This methodology is from R4-080710.  5 dBm was the 95 percentile for power control, i.e. 95% of the time the mobile would be under 5 dBm.  R4-080710 references R4-080309 for power control.

Chair: Any other questions or comments?

Sprint: Going to take us time to circle the wagons, not clear that this is a reasonable request, will need input by multiple UE vendors.

Ericsson: We can provide initial feedback. Of course, these are based on worst case.  The 21 dB improvement is very stiff.  In this case, when there are two new bands, it is reasonable that the burden is shared between both new bands, 23 and 25.  Since both bands are coming in the same time frame, should share cost/pain/restrictions.  

DBSD: We agree 100% with the comment on sharing the burden equally among both bands, on both UE and BS sides.  Our portion of the burden is in meeting a difficult spurious emission requirement, and in our meeting an A-MPR number.  We are proposing an equal burden with band 25 improving the blocking spec. 

Ericsson: -40 dBm / MHz is a regulatory requirement.

DBSD: It is correct that we have a regulatory requirement, but this is a co-existence study, where the burden needs to be shared equally independent of everyone’s regulatory requirements. 

Ericsson: All burden would be placed on band 25 receiver, would be very tight requirement ( the 21 dB impact, slide 6).

DBSD: What would the counter-proposal be for splitting this burden?

Ericsson: Propose to discuss at a later stage.  Very similar to band 38 band 7 issue going on.

DBSD: OK, we will look into that issue more.  But need to clarify “later stage” issue.  Everyone is trying to meet the R10 timeframe. can Chair ask?

Chair: Can you respond?

Sprint: Yes, we want to be in R10.  But, we don’t want to be too hasty, blazing down a path, pushing for a date may not be best thing for all of us.

Ericsson: Can’t commit to a date in particular.  Need to consider E1900 and S-band together.

Chair: If the work item is above 80% complete, the TR and CRs could be submitted to RAN plenary for approval, then RAN Plenary makes the decision of approving the TR and CRs and including it in Release 10.  This is not the place to discuss this, should be consensus based anyway.  Let’s focus on items due for next week.  There needs to be more offline discussion to see if we can arrive at a solution.  

Chair: Any further questions or comments on slide 6?  Moving on.

DSBD: (present summary slide #7 of all 4 proposals).  Any final questions?

Chair: OK, no questions.  Sprint will need more time. Ericsson will provide some UE blocking performance, already in some of their submissions.  Band 2, concern is to protect legacy equipment, for Band 23 and 25, need more time to discuss what could be done, what should be the requirement to be fulfilled.  Seems our discussion is not converging, unfortunately.

Chair:  Petri is not on the call?  OK, can’t discuss R4-103500 item.

Chair:  Is Ericsson still on track to provide BS analysis next week?

Ericsson: Yes, we’ve considered, we will come with some input for next week’s call.  We may even have some text contributions as contribution deadline is only a few days afterward.

Chair:  OK.  Next week, try to agree on contribution on this call before submitting.  Encourage companies to provide their point of view and reach consensus here on an agreement.  We have an additional 20 minutes, unfortunately no one has made any contributions here so we can discuss comment .

DBSD: has proposed to chairman that an Ad Hoc meeting be scheduled in Jacksonville. Any objections?

Ericsson: good idea, needed

Chair: good idea, but timing difficult.

DBSD: can others send email to RAN4 chair to request, make it more likely to get scheduled?  

Chair: Monday evening suggestion?  Mariam, please send request and cc: folks (including Johan, Chair, Terrestar, etc.)

Clarifying next week’s call time:  Due to daylight savings, time will shift for the rest of the world for next week,  USA daylight savings is one week delayed….  Meeting will be UTC 3:30.  Calendar notice will remain the same for everyone as it will automatically update.

Appendix C – November 4th, 2010 Coexistence of Bands 2, 23, and 25 Weekly Conference Call Summary
Participants:

Sprint: (Nick Baustert, Harry Perlow, Mark Lipford, John Humbert)

Alcatel-Lucent: (Man Hung Ng)

Ericsson: (Erika Tejedor, Johan Sköld)

NSN: (Iwajlo Angelow, Tuomo  Saynajakangas)

Terrestar: (Rhys Robinson, Ted Kaplan, Jeff Freedman)

Motorola:  Edgar Fernandez
Qualcomm: (Bin Tian, Gene Fong)

Verizon: (Pingping Zong, Zheng Zhao) 

T-mobile: (Nelson Ueng)

AT&T: (David Shively, Scott )

Elektrobit: (Markku Korkiakoski, Andre Lochin)

Huawei:  (Steven Chen)

DBSD: (Mariam Sorond, David Zufall, Ashish Patel, Gerard Mulford, Chris Helzer, Su Zhang, Sourabh Gupta)

ZTE:  n/a
Samsung: n/a

LG: n/a

Nokia: n/a

Summary:
Referenced items:  Please note that there are two documents being reference in this discussion for background review.  One is R4-103947 which is the Way Forward agreement on this subject that was drafted and approved in Xi’an.  The other is the previous week’s summary notes.

Chair: reminder that we have a hard stop at 4:30pm.  Also, that deadline for CR request is tomorrow noon.

Item 1: We agree on the meeting minutes from 10/28/2010, “Coexistence 2-23-25 Weekly Call Notes Oct 28 2010.doc”, available on the RAN4 Bands reflector.

Item 2: Slide presentation by Johan, Ericsson, “Band 2-23-25 Telco 2010-11-04 (Ericsson input).ppt”, sent out 04Nov2010.

Slide 2: Band 2 BS emissions limits in band 23 uplink. Proposing -30 dBm/MHz is reasonable, performance impact is acceptable.  

DBSD: First would like to thanks Ericsson for study, but would like to see the analysis that is referred to here to reach this conclusion in order to be able to comment on it.  

Ericsson: We have analyzed a particular set of our equipment. That would not be possible, our implementation is proprietary.  Analysis is close to what we see can be done, it has to remain proprietary, we can see if we can extract some data and provide it generically.

DBSD: We’ve done analysis, provided data last meeting, in that study we showed that the filter is not any more complex.  An answer that “it is proprietary” doesn’t help move this forward.

Ericsson: you ended up with a level in your PA analysis that agrees with around -30, -35 not -49.  You also showed that there’s not much difference between getting this difference, you just can’t go to supermarket to get filters.

DBSD: We presented 2 separate issues: that filters for band 2 are not complex.  The other presentation was referenced to band 25 where we provided the PA analysis, not band 2.  For Band 2 we showed that a filter requirement of the upper edge is not different from the lower edge and therefore it’s the same filter with no additional complexity. 

Sprint: can you provide T doc numbers?

DBSD:  R4-10 3890 (blocking), R4-10 3891 (band 2), R4-10 3892 (band 25).  Band 25 used Huawei duplexer analysis which Ericsson is referencing

DSBD: New question.  Your performance loss (slide 2), refers to the band 2 insertion loss issue, right?  (Ericsson: confirmed).  We had previously talked about the -49 number necessary to keep noise rise of BS under 1 dB with proposal of -30 our noise rise would be 12 dB which is a drastic reduction in our cell site coverage area, did you look at it?

Ericsson: No, we have not looked at it.  You already have such restrictions due to existing 100s of thousands of sites that don’t meet this limit, and over time this will improve. 

DBSD: We are trying to make it a non–issue long term by changing towards -49 not -30, not a continuing issue.

Chair: I think we need more time to discuss this number.  Close slide 2, move on.

Ericsson: Slide 3 clear that if you were to do the same as in previous releases, changes would impact existing equipment.  

DBSD: there are 3 cases we discussed in our Xi’an way forward.  (a) R10 for LTE, (b) R8 or R9 for new networks (new operator), and (c) Legacy networks (existing UMTS or LTE network).  But are there any PCS networks out there currently with release 8/9?  If there isn’t anyone with R8 or R9 equipment, and no one on this call speaks up to it, we should remove it from the list?

Ericsson: I am not aware of any such, but I am not the authority

DBSD: exactly our point

Sprint: clarify, please: if no one has R8 or R9 today, but puts in it later, they would have to meet Band 25 requirements?

DBSD: No, just that there would be no legacy R8 or R9 networks out there, only “new” networks

Ericsson: just reminded by Erika we have some R8 equipment out there.

DBSD: Who is that customer? You are asking us for a 19 dB hit to our base station, must be justified.

Chair: More offline discussion with stakeholders are needed, re: R8 and R9 concern, we can’t address that here.  Must update the spec for this

Ericsson: Yes, could be added, would be strange to not be in specification.  Believe all limits should be aligned, GSM, 3GPP2/UMTS, etc.  Don’t want to stretch ourselves to meet this requirement if it’s not going to be in other bands and the problem won’t be resolved anyways. Not a RAN issue, parties should do so in the other places..

DBSD: Let’s get back on track with the Way Forward agreement.  According to the Ericsson solution for 3GPP2, I propose we remove this from the issues list, it is not a 3GPP issue.

Ericsson: Right, not 3GPP issue, but it needs to be dealt with.  We agree formally it is not a 3GPP issue.

Qualcomm: Should apply to R-10 only, right?

Chair: If you want it in earlier release, you should address it there. Look at Japan band 18 for how we do it to protect a LTE-only band.  Up to the operators to take discussion to GERAN and take the proposal to 3GPP2, we cannot do anything in RAN for this.  We can just say the issue is out of the scope of RAN4.

VZW: how does 3GPP2 take the value from 3GPP?

Chair: we only do the UMTS and LTE technology here, we don’t do CDMA technology, we don’t have any requirements for that.  Agree it needs to be discussed in 3GPP2 and GERAN, but that isn’t in our scope.  Usually proponent takes requirement to 3GPP2 for protection from CDMA or GSM base station.

NSN: The point is that if 3GPP is going to have tighter LTE requirement, it doesn’t help the existing 3GPP2, WCDMA, LTE, and GSM power into Band 23 for interference, concerned about impact to Band 23 uplink.   Agree that 3GPP2 is not within the scope for our work.  If we compare these different technologies if band 23 already has to deal with existing 3GPP2, WCDMA, LTE, and GSM emissions, how does it help to make 3GPP emissions tighter?

Chair:  Agree with this concern, but we can do very little in RAN4. We can send a liaison statement to 3GPP2 and/or GERAN to make them aware.

DBSD: What is the intention here, that RAN deals with all non 3GPP adjacent operations to new bands?  Do we want to deal with every possible situation?  Dealing with adjacent blocks, i.e. L-band and GPS, broadcasters and 700 MHz? 

Sprint: All fine for RAN4 and 3GPP to have discussions. The point is that if 3GPP is making sacrifices for the new band, broadcasting full strength into Band 23 from other places, it is unfair to ask 3GPP bands to meet these new requirements.

DBSD: Reminder that the FCC, Congress and our President want to get this band for broadband deployments into service.  Saying we can’t get it done unless we change the whole world at the same time, where will we ever get started?  We need to look at the trades, we can’t just say how hard it is, without data.  Disappointed with our inability to move forward.

DBSD: 700 MHz example, broadcasters operating next to A block, were they asked to accept a lower spurious emissions requirement from 3GPP bands just because they have broadcaster adjacent to their band?  Also 3GPP is supportive of its bands, not to consider non 3GPP protection.

Sprint: believe 3GPP created a new guardband for A block

DBSD: We are well aware other techs are in the band, we’ll have to work with others to commercialize the band.  Consider where going forward 3GPP community can build the best euiqmpent, put the most bits forward, serve the most customers, etc.

Sprint: Ericsson isn’t putting any time limit on things, comfortable that it would be TBD.

DBSD: With respect to 3GPP2, agreeing it remains an issue, but it should not be part of band 23 and 25 introduction, should be crossed off issues of way forward list. Treat as a general 3GPP “new issue” to be introduced in the meeting with the proponents following and leading it.

Chair: Do we agree that this is out of the 3GPP RAN 4scope?  Agreed.

Chair: (explaning how operator will take into appropriate non-3GPP places to deal with). Let’s move on, running out of time.

Ericsson: Slide 4.  Clarified “Legacy networks”, deployed equipment, don’t see as a big issue.  First point most important.

DBSD: Agreed with first point, legacy network = deployed, don’t touch.  But want to return to the existing R8 and R9 networks issue, are there any of these out there?

QCOM: Clarify “existing”, in service?  Purchased but warehoused?  In design currently?

Ericsson:   There is deployment, operators probably not here.

DBSD: Clarifying.  We are a R10 band, cannot place restrictions on R8 or R9 requirements, e.g. spurious emissions. According to the chair’s earlier clarification, can’t place this restriction.  The R8 R9 topic was brought up as “what if I had R8 R9, now I need to upgrade to R10 requirements?”  Now I have new spurious emissions limits.  Agreed?

Sprint: QCOM’s thoughts, all of those would be considered legacy, should be covered under that.  Say an operator is interested in deploying R8 and R9 equipment, may not include R10 upgrades in contract.  Now R10 would have new RF considerations

DBSD: Agree that is the only issue

DBSD: Yes, any number of things could affect designs and deployment plans.  That’s why we have specifications for new bands and the cost of mitigating issues we have shown to be low.

Chair: Not making agreement here, need to go now, out of time this week.  One point to make before we go, need to discuss on some CRs to 36.307 (R8, R9, and R10), and 25.xxx..   Look at list, items without an asterisk ( * ) they don’t have any coexistence concerns. Please look at the list, and see if we can make agreement to submit some of them for Jacksonville.  Need to have folks sign up, need to agree on, or drop it.

Steven: clarification question

Chair: Yes, we will try to work on CRs that will not be objected to, e.g. the ones with no controversy / no coexistence requimrents, no asterisks ( * ).  

Huawei: (Steven) disagree, should focus first on coexistence requirements, other stuff will go quickly.

Chair: No, to extend we need to list the open issues.  This approach will shorten issues list

DBSD: Agree with the Chair’s approach

Chair: Sprint, do you agree?

Sprint: For us, this ties back into so many things, we want to have them all sorted out before submission.  

Chair: Sprint, will you check the list etc..?

Sprint: Yes

Chair: Agreed for companies to check the list on CRs without (*) and raise concern before tdoc request deadline, otherwise chair will request tdoc numbers and draft CRs (except those volunteered by other companies) to be submitted to Jacksonville for approval.
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Summary:
Referenced items:  Please note that there are two documents being reference in this discussion for background review.  One is R4-103947 which is the Way Forward agreement on this subject that was drafted and approved in Xi’an.  The other is the previous week’s summary notes.

Chair: Meeting minutes from last week – anyone have any comments/issues? 

NSN: I would like to correct/clarify.  Meant all existing technologies, not just 3GPP2.  Please update the meetings comment re: 3GPP2.

DBSD: will add reference, include 3GPP2, WCDMA, GSM, etc.

Chair: DBSD please update and circulate revised meeting minutes.  Anything else?  OK, with this change the minutes are approved.  These minutes will be submitted as information to the Jacksonville meeting.
DBSD: The TDOC for this item is for discussion, not information.

Chair: OK, let’s make agreement on non-controversial CRs, to show progress next week, and save time.  OK?  Will advise chairman to approve these CRs.
Chair: Does anyone have questions after reading the Nokia paper (R4-103500)?

Nokia: Do we need to present the paper, or just discuss it?

Chair: Just discuss. 

Sprint: OK, we remember this.  I think we are still discussing the values and what the co-existence should be.  Don’t disagree with what Petri is trying to do here, but if we come up with different values we may have difference conclusions.

Nokia: Yes, agree.

Sprint: So, we don’t dispute the paper as it stands, but we don’t support adding it to the TR currently.

DBSD: Do you have a proposal for what the values will be?

Sprint: we’re working on it

DBSD: Will you have it by the ad hoc next week?

Sprint: I don’t know.

Qualcomm: Can we put it in the TR, with the assumption that it is analysis, supporting -40 dbm at 1995MHz and -50 dbm at 1990MHz?  

Sprint: But if we record it as -40, vs. -50, then do conclude it should be -50, more results would be required to be provided.

Nokia: yes, and then will need further simulations, we could have both studies in there, different AMPR values.  TR can have additional information as well.

DBSD: Sounds like a good approach.

Sprint:  As long as the coexistence values are FFS, examples of what they would be at a particular value, that would be OK.

Nokia: That is what I was thinking.  Would you like me to come up with a text proposal, request a tdoc number?

DBSD: That is a good idea, but feel we should work on reaching agreement here. Would hate to have another tech submission that gets shot down, waste your time.

Huawei: Do you consider that these levels are good enough to ensure coexistence?

Nokia: If you consider other cases, they are certainly lower than some Japanese bands.  -50 is the level given to most other bands.

Huawei:  Do you still consider that adequate, given how close these bands are?

Nokia: No, just considering emissions, distance (edit: frequency separation) is not a factor, this is an absolute power level.   Blocking is different.   Here we are studying only how much power is being sent into the receive band.

Huawei: Agree.

T-Mobile: Nokia mentioned -50dbm/1MHz is the typical number.. 

Nokia: Yes correct. Though in some cases we have used as high as -35 dbm/1MHz.

T-Mobile: in PCS bands?

Nokia: No, higher freq bands, definitely LTE bands. Maybe not W-CDMA bands.

Chair: Is everyone OK putting the Nokia technical simulation results into the TR?

Sprint: Yes, though they may not be the final numbers, and are still under consideration.   As long as things are clear that it is based on a -40 dbm requirement, and the actual level is FFS..

Nokia: The assumptions were that G block was -40 dBm/MHz, band 2 was -50 dBm/MHz.  I will circulate the contribution to Sprint prior to sending to the bands reflector.

Ericsson: Need to leave the call early, R4-104476 does not contain much beyond what was discussed at our previous meeting, and we can discuss further on Monday night (at the Ad Hoc)…   Need more than 10 minutes to discuss this..

Huawei: We should have more time, don’t see why we should make agreements here in ad hoc meeting.

Chair: Nokia to make text proposal.

DBSD: Before Ericsson leaves, does anyone have objections to our suggested Monday night ad hoc?

Motorola: I didn’t realize there was a Monday ad hoc..?

DBSD: We sent email and asked for this to be brought up by the chairman, just wanted to make sure no one is going to object to the request for an ad hoc at that time..

Huawei: Don’t know if there is another ad hoc scheduled that would conflict… would need to attend that if necessary.

Motorola: think we should be able to attend.

Chair: The plan is to (already have suggested) to Haru-san Chairman, this ad hoc should happen.

Motorola: We probably need additional ad hocs Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday to move other items forward..

Chair: OK, let’s move forward.  VZW is here now?  

VZW: yes

Chair: great.  DBSD would like to present, now that all the carriers are here.

DBSD: OK, thanks..  Looking at Mariam Sorond’s email, details of 7 items from Xi’an Way Forward doc…  Starting with item 1, the proposal is for R10 new networks to meet -49 dbm/MHz ..  We haven’t seen anyone show that this cannot be met technically, and it is being met in other bands, there shouldn’t be any more complexity in this case..  For band 2 / R8 or R9, we agree we shouldn’t have these requirements.  For the “Legacy networks upgrade” category, no one has brought up any technical reasons or complaints to indicate that there will need to be any compromises.  For existing legacy networks, we propose a new sentence be added to the spurious emissions comments section to clarify “Note that these requirements do not apply to BS that conform to an earlier release of the 3GPP standards, nor do they apply to 3GPP2 networks”.  We think this addresses the comments/concerns that we’ve heard on the calls.  Agreements?

Sprint: I don’t think we’ve voiced an agreement with this.  I think the first time this was brought up was last week, not enough time to bring up responses

DBSD: The -49 dBm/MHz submission was brought up in Bratislava, long time ago.  Lots of time has passed, no technical contributions have been made since.  We are still encouraging everyone to submit counterproposals.

Sprint:  The band 2 requirements are still -13 dBm, correct? (for OOB)

DBSD: I think you are correct, but there are also spurious emission requirements for protection of AWS, and other bands.  Band 2 was standardized without band 23, would never have considered spurious emissions requirements into band 23 at that time, they didn’t have a sixth sense.

Sprint: Existing base stations only meet -13 dBm.?

DBSD: They have other restrictions to protect other bands, so it is not a flat line of -13 dbm.  Where are you going with this?

Sprint: We are trying to establish -13 dBm as the 2 GHz baseline today.  And trying to clarify what additional protection you are trying to reach.

DBSD: It is not additional protection we are requesting, and there is no baseline.  New bands coming into 3GPP request this level of protection.  When new bands are introduced, they don’t go by what is out there, but by what is required to protect their base station receivers.

NSN: currently we have spurious emissions requirements of -13 dBm for 2 GHz, -49 dBm is an additional 36 dB.

Huawei: if I understand, DBSD just wants to copy the -49 dBm coexistence requirements, but you do not have any technical analysis for this?  We should look at existing band 2 requirements for -13 dBm, then see how much we can tighten, or even if it is possible.

Terrestar: Perspective – 1st house in neighborhood, you can dance around naked, but when there are other neighbors, need to specify clothes.

Huawei: yes, need to understand how expensive the clothes are.

DBSD: Your (Huawei) statement is invalid, we have presented technical data why we need -49 dBm.  We haven’t seen counterproposals of why -49 dBm cannot be met.  

Huawei:  what about Ericsson last week, they proposed -30 dBm?

DBSD: Ericsson did not provide any technical analysis, just some numbers without backup.  When we requested justification, Johan said their data was proprietary. There is not enough justification to accept a 12 dB noise rise, which is an 80% coverage reduction in S-band.

Sprint: Ericsson’s paper was based on band 2, which is already deployed, to the tune of a whole lot of base stations (100k+).  That is what he (Johan) was trying to talk to.  

DBSD: Please don’t confuse points.  We do not have a requirement to change existing networks.

Sprint: This is like asking a new network to whisper at a rock concert. 

DBSD: Existing equipment are meeting values a lot lower than -13 dBm, for a variety of different reasons.

Sprint: Vendors are not making these claims.

DBSD: I would like to hear from folks on the call?  Is there anyone that is only meeting -13 dBm today?  Ericsson is saying they can go to -30 dBm today – at a minimum.

NSN: We are specifying a 3GPP requirement for this band.  Ericsson is proposing -30 dBm, trying to improve situation for this band, from -13 dBm.

DBSD: We don’t see it that way, you are imposing something worse than -49 dBm, which is the protection level that we need to operate efficiently.  Don’t understand why everyone is trying to assume -13 dBm is the current limit.
NSN: from 3GPP specification, you are coming down from -13

DBSD: but there was no band 23, nothing would address a new band.  All of this was to reach agreement in Jacksonville, with a level of comfort that new bands weren’t going to mess everyone up, that the new band was going to be build to meet appropriate technical efficiencies. Cost is not the factor, and we don’t even think it will cost more.  We don’t have any technical data from anyone else on the table for discussion.

Chair: Think we have had enough discussion on this point.

DBSD: Point 2.  Eagerly awaiting a proposal from Sprint on this one.  Can we have one from Sprint at the ad hoc next week?

Sprint: Can you clarify point 2?

DBSD: Point 2 is emissions limits from band 25 BS into band 23.

Sprint: May have something to offer at the ad hoc verbally, minus the technical argument.

DBSD: Can we take band 25 out of our definitions?  If it is not going to making it to R10, then it is a non-issue, correct?

Sprint: I don’t know that that is the case.  Don’t think we can agree that band 25 wouldn’t make it into R10.

DBSD: If the values are not going to be in there for band 25, wouldn’t it just have to be removed?  If you don’t know what the levels are, and don’t expect to get closure on them, how do you expect to meet release 10?

Sprint: We have internal numbers we are using, but those are proprietary numbers.  We are trying to figure out band 23 due diligence working in a large organization, before we can begin negotiating and being polite to new neighbors. 

Chair: So Sprint is going to make a verbal (hopefully written) proposal for spurious emissions band 25 to band 23?

Spritnt: I believe, will have to check with colleagues.

Chair: OK, moving on. 

DBSD: Point 3, band 23 BS blocking requirements.  As the Ericsson proposal also agrees, we believe blocking specifications should not change, so we propose removing brackets and re-submitting.

Sprint: We will have a set of assumptions that should be used at the next meeting.  Then stuff can be figured out from there.  It will address what we believe is transmitting in 1980 – 2000 MHz in PCS band.  And whether can meet specs.

DBSD: If it is the intention to change the blocking specs, we are going to go forward with submissions to change the mobile blocking limits for UEs in band 25.  We have not made that contribution yet, were waiting to discuss.

Sprint: Let’s go ahead and have that discussion.  That can be proposed, haven’t seen any vendor say 21db improvement reasonable or achievable.

DBSD: We haven’t seen your proposal, don’t you think it will be similar discussion?

Sprint: We weren’t going to provide numbers, just assumptions.

DBSD: Please clarify?

Sprint: Assumptions on power, distance, prop model, etc.

DBSD: If that won’t affect specifications, what do you propose to change?  We provided previous assumptions in line with 3GPP. Are you just going to suggest new assumptions for these bands?  For all bands?

Sprint: The assumptions will be band 2, 25, and 23 specific.  This is a special case, uplink to downlink next to one another.

DBSD: There are other cases like this.  You are saying the current 3GPP assumptions are not sufficient?  And you are going to propose other stuff?

Sprint: Essentially yes, there have been other specific cases taken and looked at.  Could be the vendors come back and say they can meet these now, or not.  Typically how 3GPP does things.  Assumptions haven’t always been consistent over time.  E.g. Motorola’s (Edgar’s) numbers have changed over time.

DBSD: Trying to understand what might change.  BS power, minimum coupling loss, these type of things?  You are saying they may need to be different in this case.

Sprint: Correct.

DBSD: And this is because you are assuming base station spacing or power is different in this case?

Sprint: Most other cases are uplink to uplink and downlink to downlink, not uplink to downlink..

DBSD: This is not the only case of that.  There other cases with TDD / FDD and other bands where uplink and downlink are adjacent.  Just clarifying, that is the sort of thing you are proposing?  And you’ll be ready at the ad hoc Monday night to discuss?

Sprint: Expect so, yes.

Chair: Sprint is going to give input on assumptions, base station blocking requirements for band 23?

Sprint: Correct.

Chair: OK, great.  OK, don’t need to go through the other 3 documents now, probably need more time to discuss anyway.  DBSD, do you want to go through more of your email, Mariam?

DBSD: Thank you, Man.  We’d like to address item 5 quickly, band 23 UE emissions into the band 25 downlink.  We made the case why we think changing to -40 dBm/MHz is acceptable.  This goes hand in hand with the blocking specs..  UEs are going to get blocking levels inband from band 23, so limiting OOB stuff isn’t going to matter. Would like to get feedback from folks on call?

Chair: feedback?

Sprint: If DBSD is proposing the default protections levels (-49) in their band, why not the same approach (-50) in our band?

DBSD: 2 corrections. First, we are proposing that band 2 meet -49, not that band 25 meet it.  We are still waiting for a proposal from Sprint on band 25. Second, we don’t have the issue band 25 has with the UEs where blocking is the dominant factor.

Sprint: We will definitely have a contribution next week to address these concerns.

Verizon: Have to leave the call now.
Chair: OK, time to wrap up. Sprint will have a contribution on this next week, correct?

Sprint: Correct.

Chair: Anything further raised from DBSD?

DBSD: No, thank everyone for their time.

Chair: OK, have Mariams’ proposal, other contributions.  Time to close – anyone have anything else?  No?  OK, see you all in Jacksonville.  DBSD – please submit notes to RAN 4 today.

DBSD: OK, will submit today, get comments by tomorrow morning and then submit to bands reflector later in the day.
























































































