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Discussion on UE parts (Monday evening, 15 November 2010):

Chair (Man):  These are coexistence related submissions.  This is for discussion at this meeting.  (Following discussion pertains to slide 4 in Appendix A)

DBSD  (Mariam):  We submitted 4776 and 4777 to inbox.

Chair (Man):  Ok, we will discuss.

DBSD (Mariam):  4379 (next slide) is a general discussion for both UE and BS not just BS as shown.

Chair (Man):  OK.  No more comment?  Ok.

R4-104379:
DBSD (Mariam):  Summary of this work item to provide history/background.  We had to provide justification of work item.  We stated that spurious requirements will be the same as other bands.  It was approved coming in with that notion.  Subsequently, in Bratislava, objections were raised and then clarified.  S-band position is that we do not expect legacy network in band 2 to be change or their requirements to be changed.  We appreciate all the submission and would like to put the legacy issue to rest.  Also, want to point out other items.  -13dBm/MHz is an OOBE requirement.  This band [Band 23] is supported by the FCC Broadband plan as a new band.  FCC Part 24 rules state that they can change regulatory requirements at any time if interference is an issue.  This information is available in the Part 24 rules.

We have consistently submitted technical information.  Unfortunately group not sharing tech info…just making statements.  It is important that tech justification for such numbers be provided for the group.  

Finally and importantly, please note that because we have agreed legacy networks should not be affected, this means if R10 gets finalized without spurious req in it (missed some requirements)….we plan to ask for an extension to complete in time for R10.

Sprint (John):  Thank you.  We cannot find where this was uploaded on to the server or inbox.  

DBSD (Mariam):  It was submitted last week.

Group:  OK.  Thanks.

Huawei (Steven):  Want to point out that we provided a paper, 4623, that provides needed technical analysis for emissions level of band 2 into band 23 and how the level was derived.  Thank you.

Chair (Man):  Any more comment.

Ericsson (Johan):  General comment…we already had discussion on need for technical information.  Some information has been provided including from DBSD and Huawei.  There are some problems with the analysis…there are so many other scenarios and BS configurations.  Becomes difficult for vendors to discuss all the details.  There was a value in DBSD contribution on 12 dB noise rise that did not have tech justification also.  We need to justify all the values.

DBSD (Mariam):  Regarding all the scenarios…understood.  Reason of “proprietary” is not enough.  No justification given for -30dBm.  12dB [noise rise] is just a calculation (explained).  We still want to know why -30dBm.  Why take an 80% increase in base stations for S-band (based on -30dBM)?  Referenced several other bands that have -49dBm at 10MHz away.

Chair (Man):  Since some tech papers coming (Huawei), we can discuss later.  Will report that we looked at this.  Ok?  No objections.

R4-104706:
DBSD (Chris Helzer):  Brief summary of paper:  About a possible duplexer for band 23.  How band 23 UE can meet emissions limits to 2 and 25.  Also, Nokia showed how to do with A-MPR but had no contribution from duplexer.  Avago performed simulations using new technology [temperature compensated FBAR].  With this technology, able to meet requirements.  Showed graphs on screen from paper.  Figure 3 shows performance with temp compensation.  Even with temp compensations, still good performance at boundaries.  With this technology, we can improve emissions of band 23 and go with reduced A-MPR requirements.  Would like to encourage others to do simulations/analysis with this in mind.

Ericsson (Christian):  Thank you DBSD for proposal.  Reassuring to see that one filter vendor can develop this.  Technology is coming but not here yet.  However, 3GPP also takes into account filters from multiple sources/vendors.  Avago makes good filters, however specification must be based on multiple sources.  Temp comp technology cannot be assumed.  Did contribution mention when technology will be available?  

Qualcomm (Gene):  Question:  For filter results, does this use current generation FBAR or next generation FBAR process?

DBSD (Helzer):  Simulation of new process shipping 18 months from now.  Agree this is a new tecnology and we want others to study.

Sprint (Harry):  Have worked with duplexers before.  Where did this data come from?

DBSD (Helzer):  From Avago directly.
Sprint (Harry):  Avago is good.  Any other manufacturers working on this technology?

DBSD (Helzer):  Only discussed with Avago so far.

Chair (Man):  Any other questions?  None.

R4-104722:
Sprint (Harry):  Devices in close proximity.  In this case UE-UE coexistence.  Two red lines on first chart.  One is quite bigger than other one.  One to right is MSS/ATC emissions….carrier itself not OOBE from 2000 to 2020.  Left side of chart has another red line of typical level of adjacent carriers (VZW, AT&T, etc.).  Point is that MSS signals, because of duplexers deployed in past, have been getting better at high end.  But, fundamental emission bandwidth lies within receive band of UE.  Means that every user device will view an MSS/ATC device as another BS.  When 1 meter away, this will be a significant problem.  40-50dB between two red lines.  In ’04/05, ATC wasn’t technically compensated for.  ATC was added later…was originally MSS band.  Everyone in PCS band will be a victim.  On chart, starting to see roll off at 2000MHz (Fig 6.3).  This is FBAR, which is great but doesn’t dominate the market.  Over last 6 years (next chart see red boxes) it is getting better. What happens to a handset when it sees equivalent of another BS 1 or 2 meters away?

Other concern is noise level.  We are studying very hard to understand for victim and aggressor.  Message is that band has millions of users built since ‘95 with existing duplexers and base stations carrying safety of life service.  Does anyone know what will happen when a Band 2/25 UE is in close proximity to S-band UE (rhetorical)?  Everyone should give the group a hand to look into this impact.  Asking for support in testing in addition to Sprint’s testing.

Chair (Man):  Questions/comments?

DBSD (Mariam):  We’ve addressed this concern in a paper we’d like to cover next.  It presents that we will not be interfering with millions of handsets.  We will point out some prior comments from Sprint where they claim S-band will not interfere with G-block.  May we go over that paper? (4776)
Chair (Man):  Other questions/comments, first?  None.  Look.

R4-104776:
DBSD (Helzer):  (see chart) Many sub-bands exist.  Consider a UE at upper end of C block with blocking specification associated with PCS F block and S-band.  There would be no difference between the two yet the F-block is higher power and without power control.  F block would create more of a problem.  Looking at relative power levels of F block base station vs. band 23 UE (see Table 1), BS has higher power than UE.  We feel UE presents significantly less of an issue than what band 2 has dealt with for years [from F block].

Years ago, Sprint filed docs with FCC that make this same point on interference.  Sprint concluded that interference from band 23 to PCS is possible but extremely low and thus MSS allocations can be adjacent.  Two bands can cooperate.  Guard band is unnecessary. Also, stated that G-block duplexer redesign can accommodate reduction in duplex gap.  If this was a problem, there would be an existing problem today.  In summary, Sprint filing says special treatment not required.

Sprint (Harry):  (first diagram)  When two devices near other from each band (PCS and S), what happens is not what this diagram shows.  Please explain where the overload occurs.   I’m not understanding.  What am I missing in a device-to-device situation with 1 meter separation?

DBSD (Helzer):  Idea of Sprint contribution is comparing band 2 UE receive and comparing to Band 2/23 device transmitting.  That’s fine but what is more relevant is to compare band 2 BS Tx and band 23 UE Tx.  Picture shows block is same to band 2 UE from F BS and 23 UE. 

Sprint (Harry):  Disagree that there is a 40-50dB difference here.

Chair (Man):  UE requirements are based on power level and freq separation.  Assumptions of minimum distance between UE exist.  Can experts help out?  

Ericsson (Christian):  Main concern has been to make sure emissions in S-band do not create problems to band 2.  From RAN4 perspective, need to write specs to make sure this does not happen.  Discussed before that this problem is new because specifying two bands so close to each other - similar to band 38/7 – even worse.  Have blocking and OOB problems.  Regarding calculations…true you can receive high input levels from F-block BS.  How do you know that -24dBm is a problem? In real UE there is some analog selectivity.  Need to be careful with this comparison.  Other case…blocking of band 23…want to make sure likelihood of this happening is low.  -33 is quite a high level.  -9dB is taken from an earlier presentation and is not a constant (varies by implementation).  This will influence operation in the entire band.  We need figure out the likelihood of this happening and the 3GPP requirements. Worst case is for Terrestar spectrum and not DBSD.  DBSD is in a more favorable position.  There is a difference between the two S-band blocks.  

Sprint (Harry):  Want to clarify and ask question…  Large differences in signal levels.  Question I have, DBSD referenced a filing.  What is the date of the filing?

Chair (Man):  It is in the reference in the paper.

DBSD (Mariam):  FCC is in attendance.  When Sprint made these conclusions to FCC,presented that band 23 UE will not interfere to G-block because of duplexers.  I encourage everyone to read Sprint’s FCC contribution including noting that Motorola, Agilent, and Qualcomm agreed in the filing.  Can FCC comment on filing (Tom Peters)?

FCC (Tom Peters):  I can’t say too much about that filing.  The FCC makes decisions based on public record of bands in questions.  The record speaks for itself.

Terrestar (Ted Kaplan):  Mostly talking about blockage here.  A lot of things depend on that.  Some bench tests were done by FCC (AWS) to determine blockage, overload, OOBE for system in AWS1 & AWS2.  There was no duplexer filtering in analysis.  Two conclusions:  could operate in adjacent band with 23dBM signal w/o disruption to service.  Also, an OFCOM study with bench tests showed that 3dB desense occurred at -30dBM and overload level was higher than -10dBM.  

Sprint (Harry):  I’m confused.  Date of FCC filing was January 2003.  That was before Sprint and Nextel merger.

DBSD (Mariam):   You are one company now…Sprint Nextel.

Chair (Man):  DBSD can provide document offline.

Sprint (John):  There is big difference between fixed BS and ones that walk around.  Our previous contribution shows a 40dB delta between what can be tolerated between duplexers.  Gave examples of significant problems to operators.

Terrestar (Kaplan):  Studies I mentioned were UE-UE interference.

DBSD (Helzer):   The point of table 1 was that impact to mobiles is far less.

Huawei (Ronnie):  Tx Ant gain is 13 dBi vs. -9????

Chair (Man):  Chair clarified chart headings for Huawei.  Any more comments?

DBSD (Mariam):  Question:  Would like to understand if there are other operators who have concern with band 2 legacy UE being interfered with?  

Chair (Man):  Any other operators?  

AT&T (Scott P.):  Listening and looking at table.  Would say that a few numbers could be tweaked but in general I can see how this scenario could occur because of disparate operations that exist in band 2 today.  Could have situation in apartment building where receiving weak C-block signals but strong F-block signal.  Not sure if this scenario plays out often – would be statistical question.  Also, signal from band 23 UE OOB…intent in 36.101 was no attenuation from front-end duplexer.  In-band blocking spec would apply.  I am not terribly concerned but could be looked at more closely.

T-Mobile USA (Nelson):  Similar to AT&T opinion (no concern).  We see this concern in analysis but don’t want to comment on probability of this occurring.

Verizon (Zheng):  AT&T has a good comment that we share.

Sprint (John):  We have another contribution to deal with the assumptions to use for coexistence studies.  This is a good table even if not agreed on values.

Ericsson (Johan):  Scenarios….BS & UE.  Scenarios are very different.   BS scenario is probably not as bad as it looks.

Chair (Man):  Lots of discussion but need to move on.  We need more time to discuss with UE vendors especially those named in this document.  No agreement here yet.  Have offline discussion and then make a proposal.

R4-104796:
Sprint (John):  Per last call, these are initial but not final set.  We invite contributions based on these assumptions.  

DBSD (Mariam):  Want to hear from BS and UE vendors.  Is 3GPP prepared to change existing assumptions?

Chair (Man):  Question about UE ACLR in submission.  Talking about UE ACS?
Sprint (John):  Yes, in that case would be ACS.

Chair (Man):  Usually assume 33dB for UE ACS unless UE vendor wants to change it.  Let’s not change it and focus on band.  

Sprint (John):  We can provide values from previous studies if desired by DBSD.  Let’s talk about these assumptions.

DBSD (Mariam):  Asked what is the proposal and who’s doing this?  Concerned because we’ve counted on using existing 3GPP work rather than revisiting all our references in our past analysis.  What is the defined action item and owner of it?

Chair (Man):  What is the way forward of coexistence study based on these assumptions?  Anyone?

Sprint (John):  Some proposals are -30dBm and others are -49.  Why not -45 or -46?  Where is justification for these?

DBSD (Helzer):  We’ve presented on calls where -49dBm comes from.  It is established in all bands.  We have concern that many bands have these assumptions and not seeing why this value is being revisited for this band.

Huawei (Steven):  Did not have this contribution beforehand.  Huawei would probably do this technical work.  Need to agree on assumptions and once work is done, requirements will be derived.  First need agreement in room before committing.

Ericsson (Johan):  Point is that scenario here is unprecedented:  two FDD bands close with millions of existing users.  I agree with Steven that new studies are needed and should be done.  But first, assumptions need to be analyzed.

Sprint (John):  CDMA BS are still being deployed in spectrum.  Current BS require -13dBm into this band (referenced whispering at concert analogy from previous calls).  

Motorola (Edgar):  What type of analysis?  What is the scope? 

Sprint (John):  Let us continue operating in our band.  We are an incumbent operator.  Deterministic is the worst case.  Could do monte carlo or other.  Is there a particular standard practice?

DBSD (Mariam):  For UE case, we’ll meet -50dBm which everyone likes.  A study will take years to agree on.  What is the intention of study?  First, has to be shown that there is interference if we are meeting -50dBm into band 2 UEs.

Man:  Still not sure about Sprint proposal.  Band 23 UE to band 25 UE?  Spurious emission and blocking requirement?

Sprint (Harry):  Simplify this and do a deterministic study within a channel in band.  Then do same thing with an MSS UE.  If not a big problem, probabilities can be used.  If huge problem, can talk further. 

Chair (Man):  Proposing to study both sides?

Sprint (Harry):  We already know OOBE emissions.   Look at OOBE and overload blocking conditions to know if 40 to 50dB of missing attenuations means anything.   Leave OOBE out of study?

Chair (Man):  Study both spur emissions and blocking.  Do UE vendors agree on doing analysis?  Agreed on case?

Ericsson (Christian):  Our concern is to not create a problem for legacy.  Separate problem on band 25.  Can do a deterministic study quickly.

Chair (Man):  Agreed to do analysis.

Motorola (Edgar):  Would we do analysis on all other bands for relative comparison?

Chair (Man):  Do specifically for this band?

Ericsson (Christian):  No, we don’t need to do this for all bands.  Similar case is band 7/38.

DBSD (Mariam):  Does this mean that all other bands have to meet same requirement?

Chair (Man):  Suggest to RAN4 chairman to get back to this.  

DBSD (Mariam):  Can Ericsson do analysis for this meeting?

Ericsson (Christian):  If not for LTE-A work ongoing, yes, but for this meeting it would be too tight.

Chair (Man):  Postpone this for offline discussion.  Ericsson may provide preliminary results for this meeting on UE-UE coexistence studies.
Chair (Man):  Move to text proposals one by one asking for everyone to raise hands if objection or else move quickly.  (Following discussion pertains to slide 5 in Appendix A)
R4-104071 from DBSD:
Chair (Man):  Don’t need to present again.  No questions or comments since discussed earlier.  (see text proposal).  Any objections?

Sprint (John):  Note that DBSD is offering G-block of -40 and band 2 -45 but asking for -49 for S-band.  

Chair (Man):  Sprint objecting  for what reason?

Sprint (John):  Objection because A-MPR table is based on paper from only one UE vendor.

Chair (Man):  Recorded as “object”.

R4-104247:
Chair (Man):  (Reviewed proposal since it was from ALU.)  Objections?  None.  Recorded as “agreed”.

R4-104739:
Nokia (Petri):  Rev 2 was created and put in inbox.  Change is in ch5 sec 3.1.  This is the only change.

Chair (Man):  Any objections with revised text?  “Agreed”.

R4-104185:
Chair (Man):  Blocking requirements using existing requirements.  Any objections?

DBSD (Helzer):  This doc has same requirement for band 25 and 2 and this might not be the case given all the concerns.

Sprint (John):  We agree to study this.  We’d like to see this one deferred.

Chair (Man):  Need to study more…agreed by Sprint and DBSD.

R4-104186:
Chair (Man):  Same comment?

DBSD:   Yes, same comment.

Sprint:  Yes, agree.

Chair (Man):  Need to study more.  Two agreements in a row!!!! 

R4-104188:
Chair (Man):  This is RRM.  We agreed last time that we missed some parameters.  They corrected some errors.  Any objections?

ZTE (Carolyn):  We have two set of proposals.  We may need to update to remove one set.

Ericsson (Johan):  There are lots of small errors in all of the proposals.  Better that we provide comments offline to proponents.  When adding bands in 3GPP, methodology is different between work items.  We will not disagree but will provide comments.  

ZTE (Carolyn):  Chair recommendation was to remove those proposals, and keep only text proposal parts, but not conclusion part, right?

Chair (Man):  Yes, will make life easier.  

R4-104190:
Chair (Man):  Not in inbox, yet.

R4-104191:
Chair (Man):  Do the same?

ZTE (Carolyn):  Yes…same outcome as 4188 above.

R4-104248:
Chair (Man):  Adding MSR specs for band 25 to scope of WI.  Any objections? Agreed.
R4-104620:
Chair (Man):  From Huawei.  Updated with band 23, 24, and 41 to be protected by band 25 UE.

DBSD (Su Zhang):  Text proposed -60dBm for other freq range but -50dBm/MHz in proposal.  Can we be consistent?  Help to explain?

DBSD (Mariam):  (Clarified question on consistency)
Huawei (Steven):  3.84MHz is for UTRA protection vs. 1MHz hence the reason for -60 or -50.  The values are consistent.

DBSD (Zhang):  Propose to defer conclusion to Thursday.

Chair (Man):  OK.

R4-104625:
Chair (Man):  For UTRAN.  Any objections?

ST Ericsson (Stefania):  Do we need to update table?  [Shows table to Steven of Huawei]

Chair (Man):  Don’t need to spend time because it contains the same table from 4620.  Postpone this and let Huawei and DBSD to work out (see 4620).  OK?  Agreed.

RAN4 Chair (Haru):  Does this conclude all the work items?  We should approve all the CRs as a set.

Chair (Man):  In RAN plenary, usually you need to submit the entire set of CRs so if approved in RAN4, they will not be submitted to Plenary:

RAN4 Vice Chair (Edgar):  Note the CR and reserve it until full set of CRs is complete.

Chair (Man):  Objective was to close the outstanding issues.  But, I leave it to RAN4 chairman and vice chairman on how to process.

DBSD (Mariam):  If we want to ask for 3 month extension for R10, how do we move forward?

RAN4 Chair (Haru):  Rapporteur can propose.  We need coordination with other RAN groups and approval.

Chair (Man):  Objections to continue?  

Sprint (John):  Have time for another ad hoc?

Chair (Man):  Up to RAN4 Chair.

RAN4 Chair & Vice Chair:  Thursday is currently free.  Depends on the request but there are a few slots available on Tues and Wed.

Chair (Man):  Go through base station slide tomorrow?

RAN4 Vice Chair (Edgar):  What is the expectation of the main meeting?

Chair (Man):  Expectations is not to repeat the same document.  I leave it to RAN4 Chair/Vice Chair 

RAN4 Vice Chair (Edgar):  That would save time.

Chair (Man):  Ad hoc tomorrow at 6:30 for BS.  Any objections?

DBSD (Mariam):  Are bands discussion Wed morning?  Will there be time to change our documents?

Vice Chair (Edgar):  Depends on progress of other group.  We may start new bands on Wed morning or possibly later.  Will start with less controversial bands like 41.  Will follow the agenda items.

Ericsson (Christian):  Agenda still has all bands on Thurs and people coming in for those sessions.  Need to be careful.  Plenty of issues still.  Stick to agenda.

RAN4 Chair (Haru):  We can discuss that tomorrow.  Yes, agenda shows Thurs.  I’ll check progress tomorrow.  We are ahead of schedule so far.  Tomorrow afternoon we will have a coordination session and will propose a revised agenda.  I will propose something to accommodate.  

Vice Chair (Edgar):  I support the chairman and we need to bring some work ahead in schedule to get other items completed.  Any bands to delay to Thurs if needed?  

Ericsson (Christian):  Band 12

Vice Chair (Edgar):  Ok, band 12 on Thurs.

Chair (Man):  Agreed on ad hoc tomorrow at 6:30 for BS requirements.

End of meeting (Monday evening session on UE parts).

Discussion on BS parts (Tuesday evening, 16 November 2010):
Chair (Man):  Welcome.  Thank you.  Do not repeat comments made at previous mtgs or calls.  Lots of documents have already been discussed.  List sent out for BS documents to be discussed.  From RAN2 colleagues and offline from Ericsson, 3 of the non-controversial CRs have been updated: 25.466, 25.331, 25.307.  Any comments?  OK, we agree to present to RAN for agreement.  Let’s start BS related contribution following same format as last night. (Following discussion pertains to slide 6 in Appendix A)
First 3 discussion papers, haven’t seen any submissions in inbox today.  

R4-104461?  Skip for now due to missing paper.R4-104621 from Huawei (withdrawn)
R4-104462 from Huawei (withdrawn)
R4-104623 from Huawei:

Huawei (Steven):  Contribution analyzes emission from band 2 BS to band 23 BS in uplink.  See section 2.  Started with UMTS example since already in use in field.  Considered ACLR of 55dB.  Considered some rejection due to duplexer.  Typical rejection is about 10-15dB…then can derive.  These numbers are consistent with Ericsson analysis.  Then analyzed sub-band duplexer performance.  We can’t do anything about existing BS deployed so assumption is to stick with this worst case scenario of a full-band implementation.  The conclusion is that we cannot apply this -49dB/MHz to any band 2 BS.  Caveat:  studied one scenario of typical BS duplexer and PA.  Had to be cautious to use this figures in other scenarios.

DBSD (Helzer): Here Huawei makes argument about legacy equip and filter cannot be changed.  We do not disagree with that.  At the same time, their analysis shows that for new equipment through duplexers or other filtering, -49 can be met.  Paper shows that for new equipment -49 is reasonable.  We disagree that -49 cannot be met for new equipment.

Chair (Man):  Paper is for information.  Go to next one.

R4-104777:

DBSD (Helzer):  Summary is 3 points:  Legacy, new, and upgrades of equipment.  1. Legacy…new limits would not apply to legacy equipment.  2. New equipment…new BS, we have proposed -49 for band 2 and not band 25.  We feel it is achievable and present reasons:  Xi-an analysis submitted, other bands 38/7 are meeting this 10MHz from edge, contribution in e850 has lower level at shorter separation, Huawei presentation above, and a commercial filter from Lorch showing performance is possible.  Thus, we feel new equipment can meet this.  3. Upgrades…calls say that insertion loss is an impact.  We feel this is misguided as IL is low and quite a bit of site-to-site separation.  There are a wide variety of EIRPs in the field and are optimized by RF engineers.  This is not on the Rx side and only on the Tx side which is more easily dealt with.  Thus, feel new equipment does not need to be the same as legacy equipment.

Chair (Man):  Questions?

Ericsson (Johan):  Huawei paper does not mention -49 as a conclusion.  Wasting power on the downlink is not a solution to the problem of the reverse link.

DBSD (Mariam):  We made point that IL is not evident.  Where have we concluded that there would be additional IL and how much is it?

Huawei (Steven):  In the [DBSD] contribution sec 2, references a Huawei statement.  We cannot [have] derived this.  How did DBSD derive this?

DBSD (Helzer):  In Huawei paper it mentions -19 value and up to 35db duplexer.  With those two, you can meet -49.  We can revisit and talk more offline.  Paper seems to demonstrate this is achievable.

Ericsson (Johan):  In response to Mariam, the contribution didn’t have a number, but in sec 3 I was referring to the forward link.  The Tx filter in Fig1 should be more asymmetric than shown.  I’m speculating on filter…doesn’t look like a good filter.

DBSD (Helzer):  To clarify, it is a Tx filter not a duplex filter. (Ericsson expressed an understanding)

Ericsson (Johan):  Now I understand.  You propose adding a 1dB loss over the duplex filter.  That is a lot.

DBSD (Helzer):  We discussed this elsewhere.  If you use this exact filter, yes.  But this filter has much more attention than required.  The point of this Tx filter is not that it would be the final design, but that you could find another filter with less IL and then -49 is achievable.  Look forward to more discussion.

Powerwave (Alf):  Want to warn of stacking these types of filter…won’t necessarily add attenuation.  Cables between them can become a resonator.

DBSD (Mariam): It would help discussion if we look at it other way around:  new equipment can meet -49dB at 10MHz away.  Does Ericsson feel that given other bands they are looking at, they cannot meet -49dB at 10MHz away for new equipment specifically?

Ericsson (Johan):  Need to discuss further offline.  I still don’t think that DBSD contributions show in general you meet -49dBm.  We will point out some issues.  Yes, you can design a BS that meets -49.  There are tradeoffs such as with losses from filters and you may need 1dB more power.  Come back to this in an Ericsson paper.

DBSD (Mariam):  For new equipment, why do you think an exception should be made for this particular band to not meet the emission requirements into band 23?

Chair (Man):  Ok.  We can go to Ericsson paper to see their proposal and then discuss further.  First two papers do not contradict each other as different filters can provide different performances.

R4-104796 from Sprint:

Chair (Man):  We’ve seen UE assumptions last night.  Please go through BS part only.

Sprint (Humbert):  We propose assumptions for BS-BS blocking between 23 and 25.  This puts something on the table per our commitment last call.  Open for discussion.

Chair (Man):  You want us to study this BS blocking requirement for coexistence?

Sprint (Humbert):  Yes, asking members here to bring contributions or contributions with other assumptions.

Chair (Man):  We have general blocking requirements and blocking requirements for collocation.  Discussed before that there are no coexistence requirements for BS blocking…this is a new area.  Want comment from BS vendors.  Why do we not have this in the spec already?  There must be a good reason.  

Ericsson (Johan):  -50dBm general blocking for BS…does it assume that it also covers coexistence from other BS.  This should be sufficient but I am just speculating and it should be looked at in more detail.  In this case we have -43 and not -50dBm. 

Chair (Man):  Other comments?  Understanding is because bands are so close to each other, we are looking at the first or second ACS.  Do we have agreement here that we should investigate blocking requirements for BS at RAN4 for these two bands specifically?  [No response]  Anyone prepared to do the study? [No response] 

Ericsson (Johan):  We don’t have to consider monte carlo simulation since it is fixed.  Thus, it is easier to do.  With some common assumptions, we can look how this works.  We have to figure out coupling losses, distance, etc.  We could look at past analysis.

DBSD (Mariam):  Thank you, Ericsson.  Should coexisting be revisited for every band?  38/7, 41, 42, etc. All bands that are 10MHz away?  If not, why do we make an exception for band 23.

Sprint (Humbert):  I can’t speak for other bands as we don’t have interest.  Other operators can speak on their bands.  The case here mentioned has small separation so BS high power into DBSD or Terrestar, mostly.  2-3km spacing in urban/suburban.  If you collocate, there is no issue…I have no problem.  Spec is optional for collocation.  This is a case of across the street at 200ft and look at that case.  We can look at other distances, but it’s not a new requirement just coexistence vs. collocation.

DBSD (Mariam):  Thanks for the response.  Appreciate that they are an operator.  This is a question for the BS vendors and if it should be done for all the other bands?

Ericsson (Johan):  42/43 has no issue.  7/38 five years discussion was how to set these requirements.  In UTRA there is a 15MHz guard band to make it work.  Band 38 has not been deployed much in Europe.  Long discussions there.  Other bands with up/down this close?  41?

DBSD (Mariam): In 3500 (42/43), TDD systems would synchronize but if it is not synchronized (exception) then they would have to meet it and Ericsson submissions says it is easy to meet -51 there. Correct?  

Ericsson (Johan):  But if synchronized, doesn’t matter.  Yes, we have to discuss further offline [not synchronized case].  Not in play in blocking scenario.  Don’t see any other similar scenarios.

Chair (Man):  Sprint is only proposing to study 23 and 25.  DBSD asks why not other bands?  If you look for other bands, we can learn from Japan in 18/19 which are close and they are happy.  Ericsson may provide some analysis?  (Johan nods yes)  This will be between BS and BS.

DBSD (Su):  Are we going to also study non 3GPP coexisting with 3GPP such as WiMax with band 41.

Chair (Man):  Historically, we focus only on 3GPP technologies in this group, but have seen some WiMax/ISM coexistence for band 41 that can be referred to.  Comparing TDD to these two FDD bands may be different.  Johan’s deterministic analysis will not be time consuming and can derive requirement.

Chair (Man):  Move on.  Wait for results and see if we want to define blocking requirements for BS coexistence.  Move on to text proposal.

Chair (Man):  Like last night, we have seen proposals already. Don’t repeat comments.  If you can’t agree, raise hand and provide reason.

R4-104072 from DBSD:

Chair (Man):  You can give brief intro.

DBSD (Mariam):  Will not take up time here.  Point to one sentence in doc…table at end of sec 2 referring to “3GPP2” that was added and if this addresses concern from previous calls.

Ericsson (Johan):  Thank you DBSD for proposal.  Ericsson has a similar sentence and wording may need to be tweaked but last part about 3GPP2 can’t be here.  The rest of the text is fine.

DBSD (Mariam):  If objecting party agrees, we are OK with taking sentence out.  Need to make sure Verizon is OK with this.

Man (Chair): Invite RAN4 chairman to comment on 3GPP2 issues.

RAN4 Chair (Haru):  I am fine with comments from Johan.  In this particular case, we don’t need to say 3GPP2.

Verizon (Zheng):  Yes, 3GPP2 is our system.  We don’t think 3GPP2 needs to be included here, but need some way to tell people that 3GPP2 is not part of this and let them know.  3GPP2 is already in field running well.  

Chair (Man):  Proposal is to send liaison statement to 3GPP2 to clarify intention.  Haru-san is this possible?

RAN4 Chair (Haru):  Yes, fine but we could put something to capture concern like an informative note.  This is another possible way.

Chair (Man):  OK, informative note.  If note is outside table it is informative. [Chair moved note after table in document]

Verizon (Zheng):  We would like the chair to consider sending a liaison statement to 3GPP2

Huawei (Steven):  This is for band 23 25?

DBSD (Mariam):  We understand that have not reached agreement.

Chair (Man):  If we send liaison statement, do we still need note?  [group states they want both]

Ericsson (Johan):  Note covers both networks and is good to have in spec.

Chair (Man):  Volunteer to draft liaison statement for 3GPP2?  Verizon agrees to draft.  Can we agree this note to be in spec and then DBSD can draft agreement? Agree for Verizon to draft liaison statement to be sent to 3GPP2.  OK?  Objections?  (None).

Sprint (Humbert):  Sprint objects to values in document.

Chair (Man):  We are not talking about the values, just the note.

Sprint (Humbert):  OK.

Chair (Man):  Will report in main meeting that we took “note” for this document because we will have new proposals from DBSD and Verizon.  OK, DBSD?  Yes.  We can clarify offline.

R4-104187 from ZTE:

ZTE (Carolyn):  This is the same contribution submitted for BS requirements.

Chair (Man):  Objections?

NSN (Iwo):  Comments from last meeting were not captured in this.  Band 2 exception should be added to table for band 25 in 6.4.2.1-1.  This should be added.

DBSD (Helzer):  Our concern is that document does not address 23/25 coexistence.

Ericsson (Johan):  Fine with most technical content.  Have editorial comments that we can provide to ZTE.  Regarding comment from DBSD, normally when adding new band (e.g., 23), we do not add coexistence for 25 in work item for 23.  Need to keep work items separate.  Band 25 is added because this is a band 25 work item.

ZTE (Carolyn):  This is for band 25.  The same will need to be a contribution on band 23 in the same way (referring to DBSD).

DBSD (Helzer):  Makes sense but want to discuss further offline.

Chair (Man):  Two bands will go together anyway.  We have comments and concerns so we can return to this in main meeting.  This will not be agreed on without further revision.  “Noted”.

R4-104476 from Ericsson:

Ericsson (Johan):  Additional things beyond telcos because we were asked to provide analysis…(see Discussion section).  There is some additional comment on performance impact of increase in IL.  DBSD discussed mid-band IL but this analysis looks at worst case IL.  Also need to cover multiple blocks in full-band implementation.  (see all bullets in discuss section for list of points from Ericsson in addition to these).  TP introduces -30dB with note below table similar to what was proposed by DBSD (note for non-3GPP networks).

DBSD (Mariam):  Question:  Would like to understand why have you not considered impact to band 23 BS from this proposed value in analysis?
Ericsson (Johan):  Depends on meaning of impact.  This blocking analysis could start to look at mutual impact.  As pointed out earlier, there are lots of other BS out there and we don’t know what they meet.  Difficult to isolate impact of this to 23 BS…have to make lots of assumptions.  There are many BS already out there.  

DBSD (Mariam):  What would be impact to band 23 BS if it receives -30dBm/MHz in its receiver?

Ericsson (Johan):  Hopefully it would not be -30 at the receive because of coupling loss.  Would have to set up assumptions of coupling loss.  I still don’t understand DBSD 12dB noise rise calculation.  Not simple to just calculate noise rise increase from -30.  

DBSD (Helzer):  Based on past 3GPP work, understand there are standard assumptions for coupling loss, etc. that leads to -49.  Thus, it is straight forward to apply to -30.  Feel this is a reasonable place to start.  Why is the standard methodology not applied in this paper?  Also, there was no mention of a band 23 BS.  Paper only looked at one band despite coexistence scenario.

Terrestar (Kaplan):  Paper says difficult to build filters and thus all burden will be on band 23.  Every new requirement requires some change and cost…not a good reason.  If you can’t build filters, show the complexity compared to burden on band 23.

Chair (Man):  More comments?  Cannot report to RAN4 with agreement.

R4-104614 from Huawei:

Huawei (Steven):  Should be non-controversial because it is BS receiver for UTRA.  This was discussed in last meeting and a delegate required more time to consider.

Chair (Man):  Objections?

DBSD (Mariam):  You are defining a spurious emission limit here, right?  [Huawei explained off-mic to DBSD]

Ericsson (Johan):  For spurious emissions, an Ericsson CR deletes this table since it is not possible.  It is under maintenance.  The table has been there for 10 years but we don’t know what it means. [group agrees informally]

Chair (Man):  Objections?

Huawei (Steven):  Need to clarify.  Ericsson is intending to delete table for UTRA for all bands [Ericsson says yes and points to correct reference for LTE, look at CR]

Chair (Man):  Ericsson CR to remove Rx spurious emissions section from the TS.  DBSD, ok with sect 5.4.4?
DBSD (Mariam):  We agree and have no objections.

Chair (Man):  DBSD agrees.  Objections?  No.  “Agreed”.

R4-104615 from Huawei:

Huawei (Steven):  This deals with BS spurious emissions (Table 6.4.2.1-1).  From last meeting, we were working on UTRA and ZTE on E-UTRA.  Don’t’ know why we did this.

ZTE (Carolyn):  Yes, we did this (E-UTRA) in our contribution.

Huawei (Steven):  We added protection for band 2 and 25 for wide area and home BS and collocation.

DBSD (Su):  Can Huawei please clarify notes for UTRA operating in band 2?  Have to consider legacy BS in band 2 and how is that accounted here for required spurious emissions level since 3GPP spec level is -13dBM.

Huawei (Steven):  Do not understand question and can discuss offline.  This is spurious emission for coexistence for band 25…table shows just rows for these bands.  Not sure if this answers question.

DBSD (Su):  Clarifying, 1910-1915 current level is -13dB/MHz, right?

Huawei (Steven): Yes, for OOBE but this is spurious.

DBSD (Su):  We are asking for -49dBm protection from incumbent band (2).  Why we are only getting -30dBm for band 23 but not applying same standard to other bands.

Ericsson (Johan):  The extra note is for band 2.  This is so close to operating band that it should be in spectrum mask and not in spurious demand.  Can’t have this requirement here.

ZTE (Carolyn):  Had this discussion at ad hoc (4187) in Xi-an.

Ericsson (Johan):  Yes, I’m sorry, this is uplink.  Ok, this does apply.

Chair (Man):  Could not agree on 4187.  Have more offline discussion and come back to it.

DBSD (Su): Last comment:  Assume that 3GPP applies the same standard to new band.  But now we are seeing different stories for different bands.  We will have to revisit this number.

Huawei (Steven):  We should have a common understanding of issue.  Two different issues here.  Band 25 emission to band 23 [is one issue].  Here we are talking about protecting band 25.  This is not OOBE -13.  Still have some confusion.

DBSD (Mariam):  We can discuss offline.  Band 25 is a new band and BS DL is 15MHz away.  Su is drawing a parallel that you are putting a BS Tx close to a receiver.

Chair (Man):  NSN also has comments in 4187 which apply also here.  Other comments on 4615.  Will report that we need more discussion and RAN4 chair may come back to this.
Ok, go to two CRs from Huawei.

R4-104626 from Huawei:

Huawei (Steven):  Tried to add part that seemed a formality to progress the work forward.  Should be OK to be approved.

Chair  (Man):  Will need to do the same change as before in 4187.  For band 2, you need to put band 25 here because you have the same DL.

Huawei (Steven):  OK, will take a look.  Point is that this CR contains only the content that can be approved.

DBSD (Mariam):  We can also similarly put our CRs for band 23 and take out controversial parts if that is a way forward and RAN4 agrees to approve 36.101 and 104.  But thought this was not agreed.  Sprint agrees [with submitting CR without controversial parts for approval]?
Chair (Man):  Sprint disagreeing. Thus, cannot agree and noted.

R4-104627 from Huawei:

Huawei (Steven):  Sister CR to 25.101.  Do not need to present as similar issue.

Chair (Man):  Ok.

Any other extra paper to discuss?

DBSD (Mariam):  Thank you to entire group for late nights and effort.  We put together an idea to potentially move forward and would like to present it but it is not a formal contribution.  If group likes it, we can go down this route to see where it lands.  It is loaded on server with name “Coexistence Potential Proposal.ppt” (on screen).  (Following discussion pertains to slide 2 in Appendix B)
Chair (Man):  File is in draft inbox.  Just one slide.

DBSD (Mariam):  Please excuse bad text due to the rush to prepare and submit for the group.  (See chart on slide) We propose -49dBm.  For band 25, keep same requirement but a little above in first 5MHz.  We can meet -50dBM in band 2 and can meet -40dBM in band 25.  For blocking concern of legacy, we looked at Ericsson duplexer contribution in San Francisco and problem is in first 5MHz, so we considered the first 5MHz and do some A-MPR analysis.  This is a basis for starting to address all concerns and provides a starting point for both sides.  Appreciate any comments.

Huawei (Steven):  Would like to see if we can relax from existing requirement.  Do not see that figure.

Terrestar (Kaplan):  New for me.  Don’t mind studying what this means.  We can talk about this.  We can look at trade-offs.  MPR in first 5MHz is a concern.  I will submit a document with measurements from FCC and OFCOM showing that we beat the specification for blocking level by minimum of 14dB.  Will show that you will only see interference when at max power at edge of coverage.  Don’t see this as something I can accept.

Sprint (Humbert):  Thank you DBSD for contribution and Terrestar for comments.  Conceptually, this is something we can work with on BS and UE side.  It is a place to start.

Chair (Man):  Opinions from two operators not aligned.  Other comments?

FCC (Tom Peters):  As observer, making a general statement.  I don’t advocate a position here, just giving FCC vision of this band.  In National Broadband Plan we have a goal to make more spectrum available and specifically mention the MSS band.  Made recommendation (5.8.4) to accelerate terrestrial deployment in MSS spectrum.  FCC will take actions to bring this to market.  The text goes on with general suggestions (I will discuss more later).  Since then, followed it up with NPRM over summer proposing co-primary fixed and mobile allocation in S-band.  NPRM lays ground work for flexibility in use of 2GHz spectrum.  Have since gotten comments and broad approval from terrestrial operators and MSS licensee.  Also proposed that if spectrum is returned, the FCC would not return it to another MSS provider.  Comments were more partisan, as expected, with MSS licensees not in favor and terrestrial providers in favor.  NPRM shows FCC’s intent to make this spectrum available.  FCC also released an NOI seeking comments on how to provide license flexibility including incentive auctions (voluntary) to transfer S-band licenses to terrestrial use.  Would work by MSS licensee (e.g., DBSD or Terrestar) volunteering to give up spectrum for auction.  FCC would auction removing, satellite obligations first, and MSS licensee would share in auction proceeds (just an idea for comment not a ruling yet).  NOI also asks input for other approaches to attract investment to launch broadband in the band.  As this room contemplates new equipment, I hope you will consider that increased terrestrial use in S-band is a desired result by the FCC as per the National Broadband Plan.  Understand that many tech issues need to be worked out but confident that all bands will be able to coexist. [Please refer to Appendix C containing links to the FCC documents referenced in this discussion and during the statements by the FCC delegate.]
Chair (Man):  Are these documents available on FCC website?
FCC (Tom P.):  Yes, documents and all comments are public and available.

DBSD (Mariam):  We provided a link to the Broadband Plan in last night’s submission.

Chair (Man):  This would be 4379 from DBSD.  Document contains a link within the text.

FCC (Tom P.):  That is a link to spectrum chapter.  The FCC site has the additional information and Tom can provide offline.

Chair (Man):  Thank you, FCC, for the info.  Other comments?

DBSD (Mariam):  Question for group.  Does group agree that proposal (referring to DBSD proposal) should be submitted?  What is way forward?

Chair (Man):  Terrestar wants more time for offline discussion to see if want to submit to RAN4 for discussion.

Anything else to discuss for this meeting?  OK, thank you.  Meetings will be available tomorrow morning.
End of meeting and Ad Hoc session.

Appendixes:
Appendix A:  Band 23, Band 25 preparation AH:
Appendix contains slides presented and updated on-screen during Ad Hoc session by Chair.  Also, uploaded to inbox as “Band23_25 AH_RAN4#57_r1.ppt”

[image: image1.emf]Band 23, Band 25 preparation AH

3GPP TSG- RAN WG4 Meeting #57

Man Hung NG

16 November, 2010



[image: image2.emf]All Rights Reserved © Alcatel-Lucent 2006, #####

2| Presentation Title | Month 2006 

Outline

1. Non-controversial CRs (i.e. without coexistence requirements)

2. Co-existence requirements related UE contributions

3. Co-existence requirements related BS contributions



[image: image3.emf]All Rights Reserved © Alcatel-Lucent 2006, #####

3| Presentation Title | Month 2006 

Non-controversial CRs (i.e. without coexistence requirements)

Band 23



R4-104320, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS36.133, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104321, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS36.307, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104322, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS36.307, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104323, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS25.466, Alcatel-Lucent

Band 25



R4-104324, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.461, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104325 -> 4833, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.466, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104327 -> 4834, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.331, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104328, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.307, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104329 -> 4843, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.307, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104330, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.307, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104762, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS34.124, Alcatel-Lucent



R4-104477, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.113, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson



R4-104478, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.124, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson



R4-104479, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.307, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson



R4-104735, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.307, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson



R4-104481, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.307, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson



R4-104628, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.113, Huawei

Agreed to be batch approved in RAN4.
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Co-existence requirements related UE contributions

Discussion papers



R4-104073, Band 2 and Band 25 Coexistence, DBSD, Terrestar Networks



R4-104379, Coexistence of Bands 2 and 23 and 25, DBSD (Noted)



R4-104706, Band 23 UE Duplexer, DBSD (Noted)



R4-104722, Legacy Handsets and MSS/ATC, Sprint (Noted)



R4-104776, UE Coexistence in Band 23, Band 2 and Band 25, DBSD, Terrestar Neworks (Noted)



R4-104796, Coexistance assumptions for band 2 /[25] and band[23], Sprint (Postponed for offline 

discussion; Ericsson may provide some preliminary results in this meeting on UE<->UE coexistence  

studies)



[image: image5.emf]All Rights Reserved © Alcatel-Lucent 2006, #####

5| Presentation Title | Month 2006 

Co-existence requirements related UE contributions

Text proposals



R4-104071, UE RF requirements for Adding 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America, 

DBSD, Terrestar Networks (Sprint objects, A-MRP from one particular UE vendor)



R4-104247, Updates for required changes for Adding 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North 

America, Alcatel-Lucent (Agreed)



R4-104739, Band 23 A-MPR, Nokia (Revised in draft inbox to reflect Sprint comments, agreed)



R4-104185, Blocking Characteristics 532, ZTE (DBSD objects, need to study more from Sprint and 

Ericsson comment, Sprint agree with DBSD)



R4-104186, Blocking characteristics 633, ZTE (DBSD objects, need to study more from Sprint and 

Ericsson comment, Sprint agree with DBSD)



R4-104188, E-UTRA RRM-r1, ZTE (To be revised to include only the text proposal parts, but not 

the conclusion part)



R4-104190, Spurious Emission, ZTE



R4-104191, UTRA RRM-r1, ZTE (To be revised to include only the text proposal parts, but not the 

conclusion part)



R4-104248, Updates for required changes for Adding Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE, 

Alcatel-Lucent (Agreed)



R4-104620, Updated TP for E1900 TR clause 5.3.1 UE Spurious emissions, Huawei (postponed for 

offline discussion, DBSD objects, the level for other frequency range is -60dBm/3.84MHz)

CRs



R4-104625, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.101, Huawei (postponed for offline discussion, 

DBSD objects, the level for other frequency range is -60dBm/3.84MHz)
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Co-existence requirements related BS contributions

Discussion papers



R4-104461, S-band coexistence with legacy Band 2 and E1900, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson



R4-104621, Analysis of Band 23 BS blocking, Huawei



R4-104622, Analysis of Band 25 BS emission in Band 23 UL, Huawei



R4-104623, Analysis of Band 2 BS emission in Band 23 UL, Huawei (noted)



R4-104777, BS Coexistence in Band 23, Band 2 and Band 25, DBSD, Terrestar Neworks (noted)



R4-104796, Coexistance assumptions for band 2 /[25] and band[23], Sprint (Postponed for offline 

discussion; Ericsson may provide some preliminary results in this meeting on UE<->UE and BS<-

>BS coexistence studies)

Text proposals



R4-104072, BS RF requirements for Adding 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America, 

DBSD, Terrestar Networks (noted; agreed to put informative note in TS, DBSD to prepare TP to 

record this in TR, agreed for Verizon to prepare LS to be sent to PP2 for information)



R4-104187, BS specific requirements, ZTE (noted; NSN: Band 2 missing for exception in Band 25 

requirements; DBSD object, Band 23 not handled)



R4-104476, TP for S-band/PCS BS co-existence (TR 36.811 clause 5.3.2), Ericsson, ST-Ericsson 

(noted; DBSD object, impact to Band 23 is not considered; TerreStar object, put all burden on 

Band 23)



R4-104614, BS Receiver Intermodulation and Spurious emissions requirements for UTRA E1900 

band, Huawei (agreed; Ericsson: CR to remove the Rx spurious emission section from the TS)



R4-104615, BS SEM and Spurious Emission Requirements for E-UTRA E1900 band, Huawei 

(postponed; DBSD has concern on the requirements)

CRs



R4-104626, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.104, Huawei (noted; NSN: Band 2 missing for 

exception in Band 25 requirements; DBSD object, Band 23 not handled)



R4-104627, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.141, Huawei (noted; NSN: Band 2 missing for 


Appendix B:  Coexistence Potential Proposal:
Appendix contains slides presented on-screen by DBSD during BS issue discussion Tuesday evening.  Also uploaded to inbox as “Coexistence Potential Proposal.ppt”.
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Appendix C:  FCC Documents:
Appendix contains a list of links for FCC documents mentioned in FCC delegate’s statement on Tuesday evening.  The email below was sent to the bands reflector on 17 November 2010 entitled “[Bands 2-23-25] Links to FCC documents”:
__________________________________________________________________________________

From: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4_Bands : New UMTS frequency bands [mailto:3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4_BANDS@LIST.ETSI.ORG] On Behalf Of Mariam Sorond
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 8:51 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4_BANDS@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: [Bands 2-23-25] Links to FCC documents

Dear all,

Per the request of the group, the links to Tom Peters (FCC)’s discussion documents are provided below:

The following is the link to the FCC Broadband Plan:

http://www.broadband.gov/
Under the tab of “THE NATIONAL BROADBAND PLAN” you can find the document.  The referenced section from this plan is Recommendation 5.8.4.

In addition the NPRM/NOI regarding MSS/ATC can be found here:

 

http://www.fcc.gov/Daily_Releases/Daily_Business/2010/db0715/FCC-10-126A1.pdf
 

Comments are in the Electronic Comment Filing System, which is at

http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs/comment_search/input?z=y4fjc
 

The docket number is 10-142.  Just put this in the appropriate search block, fill in any other specific info (like name of filer), and press Search for Comments at the bottom.  Note that comments were due 9/15/10 and reply comments were due 9/30/10.  Since then, there have been a few Ex Parte filings in this proceeding.

 

Note also that the NPRM itself is in ECFS (with FCC as the filer), but this is usually a scanned copy, so the link above is better.

Regards,

Mariam Sorond
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Co-existence requirements related UE contributions

Discussion papers

R4-104073, Band 2 and Band 25 Coexistence, DBSD, Terrestar Networks

R4-104379, Coexistence of Bands 2 and 23 and 25, DBSD (Noted)

R4-104706, Band 23 UE Duplexer, DBSD (Noted)

R4-104722, Legacy Handsets and MSS/ATC, Sprint (Noted)

R4-104776, UE Coexistence in Band 23, Band 2 and Band 25, DBSD, Terrestar Neworks (Noted)

R4-104796, Coexistance assumptions for band 2 /[25] and band[23], Sprint (Postponed for offline discussion; Ericsson may provide some preliminary results in this meeting on UE<->UE coexistence  studies)
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Co-existence requirements related BS contributions

Discussion papers

R4-104461, S-band coexistence with legacy Band 2 and E1900, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

R4-104621, Analysis of Band 23 BS blocking, Huawei

R4-104622, Analysis of Band 25 BS emission in Band 23 UL, Huawei

R4-104623, Analysis of Band 2 BS emission in Band 23 UL, Huawei (noted)

R4-104777, BS Coexistence in Band 23, Band 2 and Band 25, DBSD, Terrestar Neworks (noted)

R4-104796, Coexistance assumptions for band 2 /[25] and band[23], Sprint (Postponed for offline discussion; Ericsson may provide some preliminary results in this meeting on UE<->UE and BS<->BS coexistence studies)

Text proposals

R4-104072, BS RF requirements for Adding 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America, DBSD, Terrestar Networks (noted; agreed to put informative note in TS, DBSD to prepare TP to record this in TR, agreed for Verizon to prepare LS to be sent to PP2 for information)

R4-104187, BS specific requirements, ZTE (noted; NSN: Band 2 missing for exception in Band 25 requirements; DBSD object, Band 23 not handled)

R4-104476, TP for S-band/PCS BS co-existence (TR 36.811 clause 5.3.2), Ericsson, ST-Ericsson (noted; DBSD object, impact to Band 23 is not considered; TerreStar object, put all burden on Band 23)

R4-104614, BS Receiver Intermodulation and Spurious emissions requirements for UTRA E1900 band, Huawei (agreed; Ericsson: CR to remove the Rx spurious emission section from the TS)

R4-104615, BS SEM and Spurious Emission Requirements for E-UTRA E1900 band, Huawei (postponed; DBSD has concern on the requirements)

CRs

R4-104626, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.104, Huawei (noted; NSN: Band 2 missing for exception in Band 25 requirements; DBSD object, Band 23 not handled)

R4-104627, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.141, Huawei (noted; NSN: Band 2 missing for exception in Band 25 requirements; DBSD object, Band 23 not handled)
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5 | Presentation Title | Month 2006 

Co-existence requirements related UE contributions

Text proposals

R4-104071, UE RF requirements for Adding 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America, DBSD, Terrestar Networks (Sprint objects, A-MRP from one particular UE vendor)

R4-104247, Updates for required changes for Adding 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America, Alcatel-Lucent (Agreed)

R4-104739, Band 23 A-MPR, Nokia (Revised in draft inbox to reflect Sprint comments, agreed)

R4-104185, Blocking Characteristics 532, ZTE (DBSD objects, need to study more from Sprint and Ericsson comment, Sprint agree with DBSD)

R4-104186, Blocking characteristics 633, ZTE (DBSD objects, need to study more from Sprint and Ericsson comment, Sprint agree with DBSD)

R4-104188, E-UTRA RRM-r1, ZTE (To be revised to include only the text proposal parts, but not the conclusion part)

R4-104190, Spurious Emission, ZTE

R4-104191, UTRA RRM-r1, ZTE (To be revised to include only the text proposal parts, but not the conclusion part)

R4-104248, Updates for required changes for Adding Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE, Alcatel-Lucent (Agreed)

R4-104620, Updated TP for E1900 TR clause 5.3.1 UE Spurious emissions, Huawei (postponed for offline discussion, DBSD objects, the level for other frequency range is -60dBm/3.84MHz)

CRs

R4-104625, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.101, Huawei (postponed for offline discussion, DBSD objects, the level for other frequency range is -60dBm/3.84MHz)
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2 | Presentation Title | Month 2006 

Outline

Non-controversial CRs (i.e. without coexistence requirements)

Co-existence requirements related UE contributions

Co-existence requirements related BS contributions
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3 | Presentation Title | Month 2006 

Non-controversial CRs (i.e. without coexistence requirements)

Band 23

R4-104320, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS36.133, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104321, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS36.307, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104322, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS36.307, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104323, Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS25.466, Alcatel-Lucent

Band 25

R4-104324, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.461, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104325 -> 4833, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.466, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104327 -> 4834, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.331, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104328, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.307, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104329 -> 4843, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.307, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104330, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.307, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104762, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS34.124, Alcatel-Lucent

R4-104477, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.113, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

R4-104478, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.124, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

R4-104479, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.307, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

R4-104735, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.307, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

R4-104481, Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.307, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

R4-104628, Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 25.113, Huawei

Agreed to be batch approved in RAN4.
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