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1
Opening of the meeting (Monday, 9 a.m.)

Intellectual Property Rights Policy

	The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.

The delegates are asked to take note that they are thereby invited:

-
to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

-
to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


2
Approval of the agenda
	R4-111703
	Approval
	Proposed agenda
	Chairman


Status: Approved

3
Letters / reports from other groups / meetings
	R4-112200
	LS in
	LS on Rel-10 UE capabilities (RP-110459 Source: TSG RAN, To: TSG RAN WG1,WG2,WG3,WG4,WG5, Cc: )
	TSG RAN


Status: Noted

	R4-112204
	LS in
	LS on Rel-10 LTE UE capabilities (R2-111713 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN, Cc: TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG5)
	TSG RAN WG2


Status: Noted

	R4-112193
	LS in
	LS reply on Power Headroom Reporting (R1-111117 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-112195
	LS in
	LS on CQI Reference Resource (R1-111124 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-112196
	LS in
	Reply LS on CQI reporting at SCell activation (R1-111209 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-112197
	LS in
	LS on Timing Requirements for SCell Activation and Deactivation (R2-111637 Source: TSG RAN WG2, To: TSG RAN WG1, Cc: TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN WG2


Status: Noted
	R4-112198
	LS in
	Reply LS on Security for LTE relay nodes (R3-111034 Source: TSG RAN WG3, To: TSG SA WG3, Cc: TSG RAN,TSG RAN,WG1,WG2,WG4,TSG SA,TSG CT,TSG CT WG1,WG4,WG6)
	TSG RAN WG3


Status: Noted

	R4-112199
	LS in
	Reply LS on  “Adding L-Band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America” (RP-110429 Source: TSG RAN, To: United States GPS Industry Council, Cc: TSG SA,TSG RAN WG4)
	TSG RAN


Status: Noted
	R4-112203
	LS in
	LS on Network Sharing (SP-110234 Source: TSG SA, To: TSG SA WG1,TSG SA WG2,TSG SA WG3,TSG SA WG5,TSG CT,TSG CT WG1,TSG CT WG3,TSG CT WG4,TSG RAN,TSG RAN WG1,TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG3,TSG RAN WG4,TSG RAN WG5,TSG GERAN,TSG GERAN WG1,TSG GERAN WG2 and GERAN3, 
	TSG SA


Status: Noted
	R4-112201
	LS in
	Reply LS to “LS on CRs for MSR specifications” (GP-110470 Source: TSG GERAN WG1, To: TSG RAN,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: )
	TSG GERAN WG1


Status: Noted

	R4-112202
	LS in
	Reply LS to “LS on Status of the MSR-NC work item” (GP-110471 Source: TSG GERAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN)
	TSG GERAN WG1


Status: Noted
	R4-112194
	LS in
	Reply LS on MDT UL measurements (R1-111118 Source: TSG RAN WG1, To: TSG RAN WG2,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: TSG RAN)
	TSG RAN WG1


Qualcomm: Do we need a new test for Testing UL coverage using the SIR?
To be discussed in the coming meeting

Status: Noted
4
Essential corrections for earlier releases (up to release-9) *

4.1
Co-existence

4.1.1
FDD/ TDD co-existence (Band 38 and Band 7)
(Ref: R4-111284, R4-110610, R4-110951)
	R4-111719
	Discussion
	UE Front-end Filter Capabilities for Band 38 and Band 7 Coexistence
	CMCC


NTT DOCOMO: - What is the reason for selecting this temperature range? We think that typical duplexer data sheet guarantees its specifications under much wider temperature range.
CMCC: for UE filters, this is the range normally this is specified.
Ericsson: this could be interesting to look at this type of solutions from a filtering perspective. However Ericsson would like to have a clarification on the practicality of building a filter which is 40MHz wide and justification of the use of this channel arrangement and configuration.

CMCC: one way if to enhance CA for DL carriers only, another way is to offset TDD (this is not yet specified in 3GPP).

Ericsson: we need to keep in mind that we need to solve this co-existence problem also for legacy UEs.

Chair: Solutions will be depending on the deployment. This is some thing to be taken into account and we need a discussion on the deployments.
Status: Noted
	R4-111853
	Draft CR
	FDD-TDD Co-existence relating to bands 1,7,33 and 38
	Nokia


Telecom Italia: main concern is that the proposal is only on the spurious emission and thus will not solve the issue of co-existence.

Fujitsu: we need to be careful about Backward compatibility. To be stated in the document (isolated impact or comment in cover sheet )
Deutsch Telecom: Don’t think there is a backward compatibility issue. And there should be no issue in the market.

( approve the CR as fast as we can.
Vodafone: agree with the CR.

Status: Noted
	R4-111854
	Draft CR
	FDD-TDD Co-existence relating to bands 1,7,33 and 38 with A-MPR
	Nokia


Status: Noted
	R4-112086
	Discussion
	Band 7 and Band 38
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status:  withdrawn
4.1.2
Band 5 and Band 8 co-existence in Korea
(Ref: R4-111212)
LGplus being absent from this meeting, it was decided to present the following three documents but with the assumption that no decision will be taken.

	R4-111762
	Discussion
	E-UTRA UE Spurious Emission Requirements for 850/900MHz in Korea
	KT


Ericsson: without changing any band arrangement we need to introduce some provisions to allow requirements that are relaxed compared to existing requirement. However we should not have this as the general requirements.
another way on capturing this is to put a note to Korean requirements.

QC: antenna loss of 30dB. Can you explain this assumption?

KT: The same used in the previous references and analysis.

Chair: Nokia’s paper suggests that 10 and 8 dBs was a reasonable number to use.

Status: Noted

	R4-111761
	Discussion
	Proposal for Additional UE Spurious Emissions in TS25.101 for 800/900MHz Spectrum in Korea
	KT


ST-Ericsson: previous comment from Ericsson applies here as well. We need more discussion on these values.

Intel: this is for out of band emission and it is not in the Tx band. We need an other place (section) where to place this requirement.
KT: the reason of capturing it here is that KT has two bands that overlap, and LGplus overlaps with band 5 and there is no requirement in the spec that addresses the overlapping bands.

- suggestion is, without changing any thing for band 8, add some thing which is specific to Korea. 
ST-Ericsson: in the paper you show that -26dBm is acceptable and then in the table you propose -35dBm.

KT: KT prefers to have -26dBm but LG plus has a concern with this value and would like to have more strict requirement.

Status: Noted
	R4-111763
	Discussion
	Proposal for Additional UE Spurious Emissions in TS36.101 for 800/900MHz Spectrum in Korea
	KT


Chair: Believes this is in the wrong section.

Status: Noted
	R4-111760
	Discussion
	UTRA UE Spurious Emission Requirements for 850/900MHz in Korea
	KT


Status: Not handled

4.1.3
UE spurious emission requirements
(Ref: R4-104962)
	R4-111783
	Draft CR
	CR on UE spurious emission
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson: understands that this need to be clarified in the spec but has concern on the way to do it. proposal is to have a major change in rel-10 and rely in the assumption that this is well understood for rel-8.
QC: it is important to also clarify this and have this Explicitly listed and not as an expected understanding.

Nokia: also thinks it is also important for rel-8.

Fijutsu: also supports and welcomes these changes. 
Motorola: agrees with Ericsson. It always been clear in the specification. Also we need to be careful on the implications (nothing wrong in the specification).

Motorola has concern about introducing this for rel-8.
QC: this CR was on the table for several meetings now and it was clarified which values and which release to which this should go and only reason it was delayed is that operators wanted time to check some values.
Huawei: actual requirement does not change. Is that the correct understanding?
QC: yes.

Status: Noted
	R4-111784
	Draft CR
	CR on UE spurious emission
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted
	R4-111785
	Draft CR
	CR on UE spurious emission
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Noted
	R4-111863
	Discussion
	Co-existence issue between Band 5 and Band 26
	NTT DOCOMO


Ericsson: - contribution brings up a number of interesting issues. 
- A-MPR values will require a change of the band numbers.

Chair:- agree that this brings a number of issues that need to be understood and addressed.

- We need to understand what is the actual deployment of band 5 in the US.

NTT DOCOMO: Specifications do not mention or refer to any actual deployments. Thus, vendors just satisfy every requirement regardless of the actual deployments.
Status: Noted
4.2
Requirements for existent bands

4.2.1
Band 3(LTE) operation in Japan
(Ref: R4-111288)
	R4-111786
	Discussion
	Band 3 coexistence in Japan
	Qualcomm Incorporated


KDDI: emission level in the table should be 41 not 41.3

Status: Noted 

	R4-111780
	Draft CR
	CR: Corrections for UE to UE co-existence requirements of Band 3
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


QC: is it possible to remove note 13 ?

NTT DOCOMO: This note is intended to reduce testing time. If vendors prefer to remove this note, then NTT DOCOMO is ok. However, still only a portion of Band 3, i.e., Band 9 frequency range, is available in Japan.
Motorola: how do we capture the comment that is in the isolated impact. Is it also for the CR?
NTT DOCOMO: Intention is only for the CR. We are fine to discuss offline.

Status: revised 2272
	R4-112272
	Draft CR
	CR: Corrections for UE to UE co-existence requirements of Band 3
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Ericsson: should we also agree on protection for band 9 ?

NTT DOCOMO: Yes, in Japan we also use Band IX/9. However, Band IX/9 DL is automatically protected, if Band 3 DL is protected.
Status: endorsed
	R4-111781
	Draft CR
	CR: Corrections for UE to UE co-existence requirements of Band 3
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: revised 2273

	R4-112273
	Draft CR
	CR: Corrections for UE to UE co-existence requirements of Band 3
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111782
	Draft CR
	CR: Corrections for UE to UE co-existence requirements of Band 3
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: revised 2274

	R4-112274
	Draft CR
	CR: Corrections for UE to UE co-existence requirements of Band 3
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111764
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS25.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: revised in 2288
	R4-112288
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS25.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Ericsson: we should also include the protection for UTRA from band 9 to band 3.

ALU: this CR is intended to allow band 3 to operate in japan not band 9 to operate in Europe.

Ericsson, RAN4 chair: it makes sense for a consistency point of view to have this protection introduced.
Status: endorsed
	R4-111765
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS25.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2289
	R4-112289
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS25.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111766
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS25.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2290
	R4-112290
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS25.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111767
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS25.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2291
	R4-112291
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS25.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111768
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS25.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2292
	R4-112292
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS25.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111769
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS25.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2293
	R4-112293
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS25.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111770
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS36.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2294
	R4-112294
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS36.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111771
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS36.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2295
	R4-11 2295
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS36.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111772
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS36.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2296
	R4-112296
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS36.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111773
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS36.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2297
	R4-112297
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-8 TS36.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111774
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS36.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2298
	R4-112298
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS36.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111775
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS36.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2299
	R4-112299
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS36.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111776
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS37.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2300
	R4-112300
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS37.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111777
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS37.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2301
	R4-112301
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS37.104 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111778
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS37.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2302

	R4-112302
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-9 TS37.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-111779
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS37.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: Revised in 2303

	R4-112303
	Draft CR
	Modifications to Band 3 to allow LTE Band 3 operation in Japan (Rel-10 TS37.141 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, eAccess


Status: endorsed
	R4-112320
	Discussion
	Clarification on LTE Band 3 operation in Japan
	eAccess, NTT DOCOMO 


Noted

4.2.2
Band 19 and Band 21 requirements
(Ref: R4-111285, R4-111605)
	R4-111707
	Discussion
	Reference sensitivity for bands 19 and 21
	NEC, Panasonic, Fujitsu


QC: - wrong reference in In table 1: reference [1] in the list of references is mentioned as a document from NEC, NTT DOCOMO and Fujitsu but it turned out that this document is a document from Ericsson.

Status: Noted
	R4-111861
	Draft CR
	CR: Band 19 A-MPR refinement
	NTT DOCOMO


Fujitsu: need more time to check.
NTT DOCOMO: These CRs were presented in the last meeting. We would like to finalise this in the next meeting.

Status: Noted

	R4-111862
	Draft CR
	CR: Band 19 A-MPR refinement
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted

5
Work items, Rel-10 and beyond

5.1
Intra Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (CA_1, CA_40)

5.1.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_CA-Core]

5.1.2
BS RF requirements/ BS conformance test (RF part)
[LTE_CA-Core]
	R4-111725
	Approval
	BS TR for CA WI, TR 36.808, V1.4.0
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111993
	Approval
	TP for CA BS UEM and ACLR requirements
	Huawei, China Unicom


Status: noted
	R4-112023
	Draft CR
	CR for TS36104_10.2.0- Clause 5.6 and  6.6 and Annex F
	Huawei, China Unicom


NTT DOCOMO: Need time to check the annex F.

Status: Noted
	R4-112182
	Discussion
	Small carriers on edges
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Huawei: 
(1) - small channel bandwidths should be considered for CA but also for the multicarrier. We should not preclude Multicarrier transmission of small BWs.
(2) When Ericsson can finish their analysis to close the issue?
(3) what is the justification to stop defining the requirement for single RAT in the MSR?
Ericsson: same restrictions proposed for CA applies to multi-carrier
Ericsson: believes this work should be continued in rel-11.

Ericsson: we don’t see any difference between multi-RAT and single RAT.
NSN: would like to agree the Ericsson way forward proposal to align with MSR as much as possible. And also that this topic can be completed in the rel-11 time frame.
Huawei: would like to have it noted that Huawei would like to define the requirement for these small BW carriers on the edge and that Ericsson and NSN object to that. 
Ericsson: Ericsson does not object but it is a matter of the timing.

Status: Noted
	R4-112124
	Draft CR
	LTE CA alignment of definitions in TS 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ALU: the proposal seems to prohibit that we will have NC intra-band and Contiguous Inter-band. If the wording is agreed in the spec now, then we may need to change it in the future.
Ericsson: Rel-10 of the spec does not support this. And if in the future it is supported, then the note can be removed.

ALU: Sees no reason to put the restriction now. It is clear from the requirements and no need to put a note that will be removed in the future.

Ericsson: Note is informative in that sense it is not necessary but Ericsson thinks it is an important information.

NTT DOCOMO: is it correct understanding that aggregation BW only applies to the intra-band contiguous case?
Ericsson: aggregation BW only applies to the contiguous case.

NTT DOCOMO: why do you remove the word contiguous in the note.

Ericsson: good point. It could be clarified.

Huawei: - (on the note trying to clarify the difference between UE and BS on the aggregated channel BW): may be the note is necessary but the wording still not very clear.
- for inter-band case we need to define what kind of BS we want to define and what requirements to apply.
- Same comment for the receiver.
- contiguous by default means in the same band: so in “Intra-band contiguous CA”, “contiguous CA” is sufficient.

Status: Noted
	R4-112125
	Draft CR
	LTE CA alignment of definitions in TS 37.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-112022
	Draft CR
	CR to TS36.104_10.2.0 Further Alignment on Carrier Aggregation
	Huawei


Motorola: Note 2 need some editorial changes.
We need to have a case CA_X-X because we will have cases where we have the same band but with non-contiguous allocations where a 2 Rx path will be used.
Ericsson: do you think that in rel-10 we will have non-contiguous aggregated carriers in the same band?

Motorola : trying to address the future.
Ericsson: (on Note2 in response the statement from Huawei that it is clearer than the note proposed by Ericsson), how is this  is more clear than the note in Ericsson’s document. It clarifies less.

Status: Noted
	R4-111726
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Definitions, symbols and abbreviations, clause 3)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted
	R4-111998
	Approval
	TP for TS 36.141 clause 3
	Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-111882
	Discussion
	Further considerations of Manufacturers Declaration for BS supporting CA
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted
Way forward: 
Companies propose following (Table prepared by NSN, the chair of this session):
[image: image1.emf]Parameter NSN ALU ZTE Huawei Ericsson CATT >= 4

supporter

The supported operating bands defined in subclause 5.5;  x x x x x x x

The frequency range within The above frequency band(s) supported by The BS x x x x x x x

The maximum Base Station RF bandwidth supported by a BS within an operating band x x x x x x x

The maximum aggregated channel bandwidth for contiguous carrier aggregation supported by the BS x x x x x x

The rated output power per carrier x x x x x x

The rated total output power as a sum of all carriers x x x x x x x

Maximum number of supported carriers x x x x x

Total number of supported carriers. x x

Maximum number of supported carriers for CA x x

The reduced number of supported carriers at the rated total output power x x x x x x x

The reduced total output power at the maximum number of supported carriers x x x x x

The reduced total output power at The total number of supported carriers x x

The reduced aggregated channel bandwidth at the total number of the supported carriers x

The reduced the total number of the supported carriers at the maximum aggregated channel bandwidth x

Maximum supported power spectrum density difference between carriers within an operating band x

Supported component carrier combinations (within each operating band)  x x


Parameters proposed by 4 or more companies:

· The supported operating bands defined in subclause 5.5; 

· The frequency range within the above frequency band(s) supported by the BS;
· The maximum Base Station RF bandwidth supported by a BS within an operating band;

· The maximum aggregated channel bandwidth for contiguous carrier aggregation supported by the BS;

· The rated output power per carrier;

NOTE:
Different rated output powers may be declared for different configurations or different transmit channel bandwidths.
· The rated total output power as a sum of all carriers;

· Maximum number of supported carriers;

If the rated total output power and total number of supported carriers are not simultaneously supported, the manufacturer shall declare the following additional parameters:

· The reduced number of supported carriers at the rated total output power;

The reduced total output power at the maximum number of supported carriers.
Discussion: 
- Ericsson: what is missing is the whole picture: of what are we using this declarations for ? we need to understand how the  Declaration interact with tests and requirements. We need to discuss this first before defining the parameters.
- (On the note related to  rated output power proposed by ALU): This means for different CC combinations we will have different output powers. How will that interact with the power declarations for the individual carriers and the understanding of what to configure or not?

ALU: this is in a note, thus means this is optional. If the base station wants to define the same rated output power for multi-carrier operation, for CA operation, single RAT operation, …etc, it can do so. It is not declaring any thing new that does not exist in the spec.

Ericsson: when a note says it is informative and allowed. What does this then means ?

Ericsson: this a very complex issue we need to understand how the requirements interact

NTT DOCOMO: Supports Ericsson and CATT proposals on that.

ALU: understanding is that E\\\ proposals is to list all possible CC combinations. 

NSN: also agrees that this is a complex issue and that we need the whole picture. 

(This is a chicken and egg problems. We need to start from some where.)
CATT: CA combination is needed in the declaration.

Way forward:
- Note all contributions and create declaration paper that summarizes the proposals from all companies (as proposed captured by the above) so to limit the number of contributions in the future.

Ericsson: fine to use the points listed by the chairman and for starting discussion from this but do not want to have this assumed as approved.

Chair: the proposal is to have this as starting point. Not as an agreement.

	R4-112111
	Discussion
	Impacts on capabilities and testing for CA and MC in LTE
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


NSN: good input for further discussion.

Status: Noted

	R4-112240
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Manufacturers declarations, clause 4.6)
	 Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE, NTT DOCOMO


Status: In principle approved
	R4-111820
	Approval
	TP for Manufacturers declaration for CA in TS36.141
	ZTE


Status: revised in 2209
	R4-112209
	Approval
	TP for Manufacturers declaration for CA in TS36.141
	ZTE


Status: Withdrawn

	R4-112001
	Approval
	Manufacturer's declaration for TS 36.141
	Huawei


Status: Noted

	R4-112078
	Approval
	Manufacturer declaration of supported RF configurations
	Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-112180
	Approval
	Consideration for Manufactures declaration
	CATT


Status: noted
	R4-111728
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Manufacturers declarations, clause 4.6)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Revised in 2240

	R4-112240
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Manufacturers declarations, clause 4.6)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: in principle approved

	R4-111819
	Approval
	TP for BS CA TC in TS36.141
	ZTE


Status: Noted
	R4-111883
	Discussion
	Further considerations of Test Configurations for BS supporting CA
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Noted

	R4-112002
	Approval
	Test configurations for TS 36.141
	Huawei


Status: Noted

	R4-112079
	Approval
	Introduction of test configurations to TS 36.141
	Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-111875
	Discussion
	Discussion on test configuration of OBW for CA BS
	NTT DOCOMO, 


Status: Noted

	R4-111920
	Approval
	Test configuration for CA
	CATT


Status: Noted

	R4-111730
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (MC test configuration, clause 4.9 and 4.10)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 2241

	R4-112241
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (MC test configuration, clause 4.9 and 4.10)
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE, NTT DOCOMO


( NTT DOCOMO will clarify from a Japanese regulatory point of view 
Status: In principle approved

	R4-111729
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Specified frequency range, clause 4.7)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


NTT DOCOMO, ALU: supports but asks for a modification for the occupied BW test.

Status: revised in 2318
	R4-112318
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Specified frequency range, clause 4.7)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Huawei: cross referencing problem with the MSR spec as some definition were removed.

And some issues

--> need more time to discuss offline

Status: noted
	R4-111727
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (BS configurations, clause 4.5)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: In principle approved

	R4-111999
	Approval
	TP for TS 36.141 clause 4.7
	Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-111821
	Approval
	TP for CA OBW in TS36.141
	ZTE


Status: Not handled

	R4-111736
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Unwanted emissions, clause 6.6)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status:
	R4-112004
	Approval
	TP for TS 36.141 clause 6.6.1 (Occupied bandwidth)
	Huawei


Status: Not handled
	R4-111731
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (E-TM and BS output power, clauses 6.1.2 and 6.2)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Not Handled
	R4-111732
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Output power dynamics, clause 6.3)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Not Handled
	R4-111733
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Transmit ON/OFF power, clause 6.4)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Not Handled
	R4-111734
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Transmitted signal quality, clause 6.5)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Not Handled
	R4-111735
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (TA between transmitter branches and DL RS power, clauses 6.5.3 and 6.5.4)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Not Handled
	R4-112003
	Approval
	TP for TS 36.141 clause 6.5.3 (Time alignment between transmitter branches)
	Huawei


Status: Not Handled
	R4-111737
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Transmitter intermodulation, clause 6.7)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Not Handled
	R4-111874
	Draft CR
	Correction of parameters on BS OBW conformance test (Rel-10 CR)
	NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson


Status: Noted

	R4-112005
	Approval
	TP for TS 36.141 clause 7 (Receiver characteristics)
	Huawei


Status: Noted

	R4-111712
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (General, clause 7.1)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Huawei: it should be aligned with the spec 36.104

Status: Noted

	R4-111713
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (ACS and narrow-band blocking, clause 7.5)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted

	R4-111714
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Blocking, clause 7.6)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted

	R4-111715
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Receiver spurious emissions, clause 7.7)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted

	R4-111716
	Approval
	Introduction of CA to 36.141 (Receiver intermodulation, clause 7.8)
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted
	R4-112319
	Approval
	Way forward on OBW conformance test
	NTT DOCOMO, 


Status: in principle approved
5.1.3
UE RF requirements
[LTE_CA-Core]
	R4-111789
	Discussion
	UE Categories and Capabilities
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson: - This is a possible way forward we can work on.

- (Regarding option 2), we should state that the UE capable of supporting maximum number of supported layers on Over at least one band or band combination. But If not then it should be signalled so that the network is aware that the UE does not support this number of layers.
Qualcomm: reasonable modification. Agrees.

Renesas: Option 2, note says: “Over at least one band or band combination, the maximum number of supported layers has to be satisfied”. How should this be understood ?
QC: depending on the number of layers supported there is an implication on the maximum number of bits per transport block achieved. If a UE is CA capable and is reaching this maximum rate using two layer MIMO then it is only required to support two DL MIMO layers. If not CA capable, and if reaching the maximum rate is the increase of the number of layers then it needs to support more.

Huawei: option1 is different from the understanding we have of  rel-8 because cat 5 always supports 4 layers. If we go with option 2 we don’t have this issue. Asked QC for clarification.
QC: if cat 1-5 are not allowed for additional capability indication (i.e. rel-10 cat-5 has to be the same as rel-8 cat-5), then all the band has to support 4 layers.
We are agreeing here to allow a flexible on the linking of cat 5 and above in rel-10 to some other categories in rel-8.
Status: Noted
	R4-112139
	Discussion
	Discussion on UE Categories and Capabilities
	Research In Motion UK Limited


Status: noted
Way forward :

- Need further clarification on the note.
- But Option 2 from 1789 is agreed as a way forward.

	R4-112159
	Discussion
	Discussion on UE categories and draft LS
	Motorola Mobility


QC: agree that opinion 1 is the right way forward.

QC: (regarding section containing the LS): the second Bullet of the LS is fine. But first bullet is not sufficient. It should also cover the agreement in 1789.

Status: noted
Way forward: 

- Option 1 agreed as way forward.

- One LS to address the two agreements to by drafted by Motorola Mobility.

	R4-111790
	LS out
	LS on P-MPR in Conformance Testing
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: Approved

	R4-111866
	Approval
	Further considerations for Non-contiguous RA capability signaling
	NTT DOCOMO


QC: does proposal 3 mean that if a UE indicates the capability bit of UL CA then by default it has also to indicate the NC RA capability.
NTT DOCOMO: Yes this the correct. If a UE supports CA UL then it should also support all possible NC resource allocation.

Nokia: also agrees with the proposal.

Also agrees the answer given from NTT DOCOMO to the question from QC.
Ericsson: also in general agrees on doing some thing like in option 4. But requests more time: Proposal 3 can be consistent with proposal 1 If this is indicated per band.

Status: Noted
Way Forward:

a draft LS to be prepared and discussion to be carrier on.

	R4-112123
	Draft CR
	LTE CA alignment of definitions in TS 36.101
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-112021
	Draft CR
	CR to TS36.101_10.2.0 Further Alignment on Carrier Aggregation
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-111825
	Approval
	The definition of Pcmax,c
	ZTE


Status: Noted
	R4-111947
	Discussion
	Pcmax definition
	Samsung


Status: Noted

	R4-111918
	Discussion
	Discussion on Pcmax,c Definition in CA
	CATT


InterDigital: We can test the PUmax,c when only one carrier is activated at a time. It is not possible to test per CC when both CC are activated.

Status: Noted

	R4-111991
	Approval
	Further discussion on Pcmax,c and Pcmax
	HiSilicon, Huawei


ZTE: concerns from ZTE.
Status: Noted

	R4-112141
	Approval
	PCMAX,c and PCMAX  for CA
	InterDigital


Status: Noted

	R4-111750
	Discussion
	Clarification of Pcmax,c value used in PHR for Rel-10
	Mediatek inc


Status: Not Handled
	R4-112087
	Discussion
	Pcmax for carrier aggregation and how to test it
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Revised in 2186

	R4-112186
	Discussion
	Pcmax for carrier aggregation and how to test it
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


InterDigital: - agrees with the delta for inter-band.
- has concerns on the P-MPR. 
TeliaSonera: suggests to couple inter-band and intra-band discussions.

Status: noted
	R4-111859
	Approval
	Pcmac and Pumax definition for REL-10
	Nokia


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111751
	Discussion
	Discussion on Pcmax,c and Pcmax for Rel-10
	Mediatek inc


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111705
	Approval
	TR36.807v1.3.0
	Motorola


Status: approved
	R4-112160
	Discussion
	MPR for non-contiguous allocations
	Motorola Mobility


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111788
	Discussion
	MPR for multi-cluster and non-contiguous multi-carrier UL allocation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Fujitsu: 16QAM modulation is used ? is there a reason for not using also QPSK ? very often 16QAM is easier to meet and QPSK usually has worse MPR.

QC: clusters are all very narrow for this scenario.

Status: Noted
	R4-112089
	Discussion
	MPR for non-contiguous transmission
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Nokia: how common is it to have the simultaneous PUSCH and PUCCH ?
Ericsson: it depends on the traffic you have and other things. It I difficult to quantify how often it occurs.

Status: Noted
	R4-111809
	Discussion
	Considerations on SRS simultaneous transmission for intra-band CA in Rel-10
	LG Electronics


Fujitsu: Was able to verify the results from Nokia and would like to do the same with the results from LG-Elec

( Would like to know if it possible to duplicate the MRPs that were in the TR.

LG: depends on the PA.
Status: Noted
Way forward:

Do we want to include simultaneous SRS in the June time frame? And if yes, how to do work? Should we introduce exceptions?
Nokia: we need to keep MPR definition as simple as possible. but there could be some important exceptions, but not sure if the SRS is one of them. Also have concerns in the values from these simulations. At his moment: NO
LG: SRS transmission is already agreed in the rel-10 time frame ( we should study the SRS and include it in the TR.

Fujitsu: if rel-8 way of sending SRS is already adequate then there is no need.
Renesas: no exception.
	R4-111810
	Approval
	TP for TR 36.807: MPR for SRS simultaneous transmission
	LG Electronics


Status: Not handled
	R4-111855
	Approval
	MPR for LTE multi cluster transmission
	Nokia, Renesas Electronics Europe


Huawei: in the definition of NRB_alloc, we should not have the “simultaneous received”. The word receiver should be removed.
Nokia: agrees
( Rapporteur to remove the word “received” when implementing the TP.
Status: In principle approved
	R4-111966
	Draft CR
	Removal of FFS from channel bandwidths per operating band for CA
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: In principle agreed
	R4-111964
	Draft CR
	Correction of requirement for adjacent intraband CA image rejection
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Huawei: - value should be -22 dBm.


- How to verify the requirement ?

Renesas: - yes correct. CR to be revised 


- It was agreed that this is a Requirement to not be verified.

CATT: should we include the last sentence of the second paragraph (i.e. “It is not possible to directly measure the receiver image rejection ratio”) to the spec?

Renesas: it is mean to be a hint to RAN5 that we do not need to verify this. Preference is to keep it.

Status: revised in 2253
	R4-112253
	Draft CR
	Correction of requirement for adjacent intraband CA image rejection
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: endorsed
	R4-112088
	Approval
	TP for TR36.807: EVM and in-band emissions for carrier aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Agilent: are we going to analyse the joint signal that will require a 40Mz BW in the receivers? as this breaks the implementation of the products already in the market that measures the LTE signals.
There are products that can measure 20MHz but these are not the ones used.
We need to clarify this before going into too much details.

Ericsson: valid point. the intent is also to define a general method. But also consider in this contribution the measurement in the two CC separately in the EVM test. 

NTT DOCOMO: need to study Inter-modulation aspect also before concluding in this.

Ericsson: relevant. However this was already addressed when MPR and other aspects.

Nokia: good WF as the in-band emission is not too complicated.

Agilent: is there a merit (e.g. making it easier) to declare there are only two implementations possible (single LO and two LOs) ??

Ericsson: declaring the implementation that us used is not what is normally done, but it is possible to List the number of options but not declare which one is used by the UE.

Fujitsu: - you are talking of possibly more tests for inter-modulation. This is some thing that could be considered. But when there are two images (two LOs), this is considered in section 4 but not in section 2.
Are we going to allow this condition and if we don’t allow it for section 2 why do we have it in section 4?

- This solution only deals with single cluster not with multi-clusters.

Ericsson: the concern with section 4 is that IM3 is taken into account in the mask. 

If we assume the multi-cluster, the test will be a lot more complex.

Fujitsu: Needs more time to check.

Agilent: Is this independent of the EVM question ? need some understanding on this.

Status: noted

	R4-111787
	Discussion
	REFSENS UL allocation restriction for CA_1C
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Fujitsu: Data from PA vendors show that the noise floor if of approximately -136dBm/Hz and reducing the regrowth noise below this level will be very challenging. Fujitsu asked Qualcomm to comment on this.
QC: agrees that this very challenging.

Fujitsu: there a need to be very careful when establishing this floor for this analysis. 

welcomes input from the manufacturers as we need to correctly understanding what is an acceptable level.

Huawei: - 33dBm ACLR is ACLR assumed for simulation.


- Results different from thus of Nokia. You need across calibration why it is different.


- should we still have the SCC sensitivity test.

QC: 33dBm ACLR is acceptable. Worst case that we need to define requirements for.

- Measurement results not simulation in contrast with the Nokia’s controbition.

- Yes. It is necessary.

NTT DOCOMO: UTRA ACLR1 is not always the worst case. If we measure the noise floor the PA, then this should be in the condition that stratifies E-UTRAACLR, UTRAACLR2 and CA E-UTRAACLR too.

( PA should be calibrated not only UTRAACLR1 but also all the other ACLRs.

Fujitsu: - ACLR_1, 2, and 3 are very low order statistic while the regrowth near the receiver tends to be high order statistic. It is very difficult to model this behaviour. The way is to measure it as QC did.

Status: Noted
	R4-111856
	Approval
	Scc allocation size for CA_1C
	Nokia


Renesas: will also provide some measurement results for the next meeting

Status: Noted
	R4-112211
	Draft CR
	Draft CR, Emission Domain
	Motorola


NTT DOCOMO: “Unless otherwise stated” has to be moved from section 6.6.3.1 and 6.6.3.1A to section 6.6.3.

Motorola: ok. will make the change
Status: Revised in 2221

	R4-112221
	Draft CR
	Draft CR, Emission Domain
	Motorola


Status: revised in 2275
	R4-112275
	Draft CR
	Draft CR, Emission Domain
	Motorola


Status: endorsed
	R4-111858
	Approval
	Intra-band contiguous CA Rx requirements
	Nokia, Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: revised in 2183
	R4-112183
	Approval
	Intra-band contiguous CA Rx requirements
	Nokia, Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: noted
	R4-111822
	Approval
	TP for TR36.807: Annex B section 7.5.1A ACS for intra-band CA
	ZTE


Motorola: narrow bands at the edge ? why interferer is different in paths 1 and 2?

Status: Noted
	R4-111992
	Discussion
	Discussion of the two options of ACS definition
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-111823
	Approval
	TP for TR36.807: Section 7.6 blocking characteristics for Intra-band Contiguous CA
	ZTE


Status: Noted
	R4-111824
	Approval
	TP for TR36.807: Section 7.7 spurious response for Intra-band Contiguous CA
	ZTE, HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-112208
	LS out
	Reply LS on Rel-10 UE Categories and Capabilities
	 Motorola Mobility


NTT DOCOMO: suggest add “If the UE is CA capable with 40MHz bandwidth, the maximum number of layers equal to 2 may be sufficient to achieve the data rate of category 6 and category 7”.

RIM: need more time to check. 

QC: LS captures the agreements already made. Also agrees with the added sentence syggested by NTT DOCOMO.

Renesas: agrees with the LS and with the added sentence. Only concern is about the use of “may be” in the added sentence and prefers “is”.
NTT DOCOMO: preference is with “is”.
NEC: “is” is preferable.

RIM: has concerns on the sentence “The maximum number of supported layers has to be satisfied over at least one band or band combination. In all operating bands the number of supported layers is always greater than or equal to 2 for UE Categories 6-8.
Status: revised in 2222
	R4-112222
	LS out
	Reply LS on Rel-10 UE Categories and Capabilities
	 Motorola Mobility


Renesas: Is it worth specifying that RAN4 only considered up to 40MHz ? it is clear for RAN4 that rel-10 only implies up to 40MHz, but understanding of what rel-10 is can be different from RAN2 and RAN4 perspectives.
Status: Approved

	R4-111826
	Approval
	TP for TR36.807ON/OFF time mask
	ZTE


Status: Noted

	R4-112281
	Approval
	TP for TR 36.807, Annex B for Pcmax,c and Pcmax for CA
	Ericsson, InterDigital, Huawei, HiSilicon, ST-Ericsson


Fujitsu: Prefers to have the two tables (6.2.5A-1 and 6.2.5A-2) merged to one table.
NTT DOCOMO: As for section 6.2.5A, the first equation should be corrected in the followings.
The original: PCMAX_L,c = MIN { PEMAX,c – TC,c– TIB,c,  PPowerClass – MAX(MPR c + A-MPR c, P-MPR c) – TC, c– TIB,c }
NTT DOCOMO Proposal: PCMAX_L,c = MIN { PEMAX,c – TC,c,  PPowerClass – MAX(MPR c + A-MPR c + TIB,c, P-MPR c) – TC, c}
Status: revised in 2317
	R4-112317
	Approval
	TP for TR 36.807, Annex B for Pcmax,c and Pcmax for CA
	Ericsson, InterDigital, Huawei, HiSilicon, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 2343
	R4-112343
	Approval
	TP for TR 36.807, Annex B for Pcmax,c and Pcmax for CA
	Ericsson, InterDigital, Huawei, HiSilicon, ST-Ericsson


The inter-band case for Pcmax_L,c will be discussed until next meeting on the reflector. The equations for inter-band case are in square brackets in the present TP.

The square brackets should be removed and the equations should be finalized, keep the present or correct them.

InterDigital to start the e-mail discussion for the inter-band case Pcmax,c lower bound.”

Status: in principle approved
	R4-112282
	LS out
	LS on Pcmax definition and power scaling in TS 36.213 Rel-10
	InterDigital


Status: approved
	R4-112244
	LS out
	LS on rel-10 UE capability for non-contiguous resource allocation
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Revised in 2313

	R4-112313
	LS out
	LS on rel-10 UE capability for non-contiguous resource allocation
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: approved

	R4-112321
	Approval
	 Interband CA framework
	Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: In principle approved

5.1.4
RRM (Radio Resource Management)
[LTE_CA-Core]
	R4-111752
	Discussion
	Discussion on RRM aspects for intraband contiguous CA
	Mediatek inc


docomo: For prop. 1, we understand the intention. Prop.2

is a new proposal. If a UE does not have two receivers, what would happens? Do

we need a signalling?

MediaTek. For rel-11, we need further discussion (for

prop.2)

LGE: What would be the assumed scenario ? -> That was

'scenario 4' for the power difference.

Huawei: In the real network (for prop.1) how the

limitation is set? -> The P.D. will be set by rejection requirements.

Ericsson: The situation will not be semi-static. How the

network to provide these information properly?

ZTE: Which option do you prefer? -> We have no preference.

Status: noted
	R4-111915
	Approval
	Way forward on RF retuning and power imbalance issues
	NTT DOCOMO


Renesas: Interruption time would represent the aspect

better than the 'packet drop'. We may need consideration on the threshold of

measurement cycle smaller than 640 ms.

Qualcomm: We support NTT DOCOMO.

Status: Noted
	R4-111916
	Draft CR
	Introduction of UE behaviours in SCC measurements with de-activated SCell
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted
	R4-111917
	LS out
	[DRAFT] Response LS on power imbalance between adjacent component carriers
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted
	R4-111963
	Discussion
	Requirements for carrier aggregation retuning and deactivated SCell measurements
	Renesas Electronics Europe


NTT DOCOMO: We understand that the requirements should be

specified in terms of the interruption time however how do we specify test

cases? Power difference between Pcells and Scells should be specified properly

even when it is a sort of a side condition.

NTT DOCOMO: It is difficult to expect the exact number for the

retuning as the UE behaviour.

Ericsson: Prop.2 seems not clear to me. Is the packet loss

the criteria? In the test cases however we should specify all the conditions

properly as the core requirements.

NTT DOCOMO: Image rejection rate was agreed but no test case

captures the requirement.

Renesas: We can still assume the UE to satisfy the

requirement.

NTT DOCOMO: If the power imbalance is small, can we derive the

requirement from the RF re-tuning? -> Yes we would.
Status: noted
	R4-111860
	Discussion
	UE requirements for deactivated SCell measurements
	Nokia


NTT DOCOMO: Simulation assumptions: When the glitches of 2ms

occurs? In the real UEs, should we expect longer glitches than 2ms?

Nokia: 2ms is not for the interruption time (as a whole).

Renesas: 2ms would be a reasonable value (as in our LS to

RAN2 last year)..

ALU: Is the '2ms' particular for a UE limitation? To me

scenario 4 would be for rel-11 consideration.

Qualcomm: What is the measurement period assumed?

Qualcomm: We should look at other scenarios before

concludes the glitches for scenario 4.

Status: noted
	R4-112050
	Discussion
	Simulation results for measurement in CA Scenario 4
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: noted
	R4-112051
	Discussion
	Simulation results for measurement in CA Scenario 5
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: noted
	R4-112060
	Draft CR
	Core requirements on RRC connection mobility control in CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Ericsson: The term "the concerned cell " should be

clarified. It may also be confused that the requirements shall be applied only

for the UEs supporting CA.

Huawei: The reason was the RRC specification uses the

"concerned cell" in conjunction with the 'UE context'.

Status: revised in 2216
	R4-112216
	Draft CR
	Core requirements on RRC connection mobility control in CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: endorsed
	R4-112061
	Draft CR
	Timing core requirements in CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Ericsson: UEs 'supporting CA' should be added to the

sentence.

Status: revised in 2217
	R4-112217
	Draft CR
	Timing core requirements in CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: endorsed
	R4-112138
	Draft CR
	Update on measurement accuracy requirement for carrier aggregation
	Research In Motion UK Limited


Renesas: We had the similar proposal in Taipei but was not

agreed considering the Rel-10 time frame.
Status:noted
	R4-111886
	Draft CR
	Introduction of Handover Requirements for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Ericsson: Since the requirements are the same for the

existing one, we wouldn't need to duplicate all the sections as proposed.

ALU: We make sure that what is the requirements for CA

cases.

Renesas: We second the proposal from Ericsson.
Status: revised in 2254
	R4-112254
	Draft CR
	Introduction of Handover Requirements for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE, Ericsson, Renesas


Status: endorsed
	R4-111830
	Draft CR
	Introduction of handover requirements for carrier aggregation
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111919
	Approval
	Definition of Pcmax,c mappng
	CATT


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111884
	Discussion
	RSTD Measurement Accuracy for Intra- and inter-band Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-111965
	Discussion
	Considerations on RSTD measurement and carrier aggregation
	Renesas Electronics Europe


ALU: Why you propose to apply the same requirements both

for intra and inter case? -> That was the way RAN4 has specified the

requirements.

Status: noted
	R4-112067
	Discussion
	Impact of Pcell image on RSTD measurements in SCC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Renesas: We have a different interpretation on Es/Iot.

NTT DOCOMO: We agree with Renesas in terms of the definition

of Iot.

Ericsson: For the intra-band, in case RAN4 agrees not to

use measurement gaps, we may see no additional issues there.

ALU: We need to consider the FCC requirements.

ALU: For the accuracy requirements for intra band case, we

can go along with the proposal made by Ericsson.

Status: noted
	R4-111791
	Discussion
	Positioning with Carrier Aggregation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-112068
	Draft CR
	RSTD Measurement Requirements with Carrier Aggregation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112057
	Approval
	OTODA measurement requirements in CA
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: noted
	R4-111885
	Draft CR
	Introduction of RSTD Measurement Accuracy for Carrier Aggregation
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-112069
	Discussion
	Positioning Measurement Requirements with CA under Pcell Switching
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Renesas: We have a concern capturing the requirements as

'functional way'.

Huawei: We analyzed the Pcid measurement last time and we

need to discuss further.

Ericsson: We also fine if RAN2 specifications capture the

aspect.

Status: noted

	R4-112214
	Approval
	Way forward and agreements on positioning requirements with CA
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, 

Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Inc., 

Verizon Wireless, Research In Motion UK Limited


Status: revised in 2353
	R4-112353
	Approval
	Way forward and agreements on positioning requirements with CA
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, , Alcatel-Lucent, 

Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Inc., 

Verizon Wireless, Research In Motion UK Limited


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112280
	Approval
	Way forward on retuning and measurements of deactivated SCC for intraband CA
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: in principle approved
5.1.5
BS Performance aspect / BS Conformance test (Performance part)
[LTE_CA-Perf]
	R4-112033
	Approval
	Test cases for PUSCH performance requirements
	Huawei


Ericsson: We would like to consider coordination to other

conformance tests.
Status: revised in 2278
	R4-112278
	Approval
	Test cases for PUSCH performance requirements
	Huawei, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: endorsed
	R4-111811
	Discussion
	Simulation results of PUCCH format 1b and 3 for CA
	LG Electronics


Status: boted
	R4-111828
	Discussion
	Demodulation Simulation Results of CA PUCCH format1b with Channel Selection
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111829
	Discussion
	Demodulation Simulation Results of CA PUCCH format3
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111887
	Discussion
	Simulation Results for CA PUCCH
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-111937
	Discussion
	Updated ideal simulation results for CA PUCCH format 1b with Channel Selection
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted
	R4-111938
	Discussion
	IM simulation results for CA PUCCH format 1b with channel selection
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted
	R4-111939
	Discussion
	Ideal simulation results for CA PUCCH format 3
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 2205
	R4-112205
	Discussion
	Ideal simulation results for CA PUCCH format 3
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: noted
	R4-112097
	Discussion
	Ideal Results for PUCCH demodulation requirements (format 3) for FDD
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112098
	Discussion
	Ideal Results for PUCCH demodulation requirements (format 1b with channel selection) for TDD
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 2187
	R4-112187
	Discussion
	Ideal Results for PUCCH demodulation requirements (format 1b with channel selection) for TDD
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 2239
	R4-112239
	Discussion
	Ideal Results for PUCCH demodulation requirements (format 1b with channel selection) for TDD
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112099
	Discussion
	Practical Results for PUCCH demodulation requirements (format 1b with channel selection) for FDD
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 2188
	R4-112188
	Discussion
	Practical Results for PUCCH demodulation requirements (format 1b with channel selection) for FDD
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112177
	Discussion
	PUCCH simulation results for CA
	CATT


Status: noted
	R4-112037
	Discussion
	CA PUCCH performance requirements
	Huawei


Status: noted
	R4-111940
	Information
	Summary of simulation results for PUCCH format 1b with Channel Selection
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted
	R4-111941
	Information
	Summary of simulation results for PUCCH format 3
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: Noted
	R4-111942
	Approval
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 2224
	R4-112224
	Approval
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Ericsson: How do we update the TP if we agree to introduce

unified requirements for FDD and TDD in the future?

NSN: We may review the TP in May meeting. Feedback

performance would not be affected by the separation of FDD & TDD.

In May meeting, RAN4 to review the performance

requirements tables for FDD and TDD for format 1b. In case the requirements are

similar, consider having a unified requirements for FDD and TDD.

Status: revised in 2285
	R4-112285
	Approval
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 2339
	R4-112339
	Approval
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.104
	Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111943
	Approval
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 2225
	R4-112225
	Approval
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: revised in 2337
	R4-112337
	Approval
	CA PUCCH performance requirements for 36.141
	Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112265
	Approval
	CA PUCCH ideal simulation reasults summary conclusions
	Nokia Seimens Netwrok


Ericsson: We agree with the way forward proposed however

for 'format 1B', we would like to continue the discussion to seek (possible)

unified requirements both for FDD and TDD.

Status: revised in 2338
	R4-112338
	Approval
	Way Forwartd on CA PUCCH ideal simulation results summary
	Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE, Huawei, Ericsson


Status: in principle approved
5.1.6
UE Performance aspect
[LTE_CA-Perf]
	R4-112032
	Discussion
	Working assumptions for CA PDSCH performance requirements
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Renesas: The rationale behind "the single carrier

requirements would need additional margin"? Prop.4: Intra and inter should

share common requirements because of the combination agnostic nature we have

agreed.

Huawei: Mutual interference between CCs would require

additional margin. Rel-10 UE operating with single carrier (as in rel-8) may

see the same issue. Prop.4, 2x2 static channel, we need two layers for the test

case.

Motorola: In certain combinations, we see several self

desense issue. We agree to introduce additional margin.

Ericsson: Is it realistic to consider4 Tx CA? -> Since it is

rel-10 spec, it would be useful. Since we agreed that the test should be a

functional check, 4 Tx case would be valid to check the function.

ZTE: We also believe 4 Tx is unnecessary. We suggest to use

2 Tx case.
Status: noted
	R4-112163
	Discussion
	Discussion on UE demodulation testing for CA
	NEC


Renesas: Looking at the simulations, all of them would

provide the similar performance. CSI test would enough to give a good

representation of the UE performance.
Status: noted
	R4-111832
	Approval
	Considerations for PDSCH Carrier Aggregation (CA) Demodulation Minimum Requirements
	ZTE


Renesas: 2 Tx with TM4 would not make sense considering

the difference from TM3. Considering the linkage between channel model, EPA5 in

rel-9 would better fit than EVA5.

ZTE: We should consider the coding scheme (16QAM vs QPSK)

when we derive the requirements in Rel-10.
Status: noted
	R4-111792
	Discussion
	Demod requirements for carrier aggregation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


ZTE: Most of the proposals are fine with us but we didn’t

consider TM3 with EPA5 though.

Ericsson: We need to consider minimum necessary test cases.

NTT DOCOMO: We support proposals form Qualcomm.

Renesas: We agree with Ericsson to consider minimize the

TCs. Soft buffer limited case seems not align with our past agreement.

Huawei: We support to introduce 4 Tx test case.

Motorola: Number of TCs should be kept minimum.

Qualcomm: We agree with minimizing the TCs. 4Tx TC, we

believe it is necessary considering the processing power in rel-10 over 10MHz.

Soft buffer limitation will be a realistic if we enlarge the operation BW.

Ericsson: We should check functionality of CA. 4 Tx would

not be a realistic scenario considering several feedbacks form several

operators.

Qualcomm: Sustained data rate is nothing to do with the

number of Tx.
Status: noted
	R4-111868
	Discussion
	Test scenario for CA demodulation performance requirements
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: noted
	R4-111745
	Discussion
	UE demodulation and CSI requirements for carrier aggregation
	Motorola Mobility


Fujitsu: We agree with possible impact caused by the RF

impairments. We also need to consider power imbalance between DL CCs. We also

need to specify the imbalance as a test condition.

Qualcomm: RF noise, we will apply higher SNR in the demod

tests. How do we quantify the RF impairment.

Motorola: Soft buffer size, RAN1 is discussing the sizes

and we need to check the conclusion there.

Motorola: RF impairments, certain combinations of CCs

would have a harmful impairments to its receiver band (in PUCCH case).

Renesas: 0.5dB extra margin is proposed. Is it based on a

simulation?

Motorola: 0.5 dB is still be an open issue and should be

clarified further.
Status: noted
	R4-112149
	Discussion
	CA sustained data rate test and frequency error effect
	Intel


Ericsson: Frequency compensation is UE implementation

dependent. Did you assume a fixed frequency error static in time? Error for

carrier or relative errors between CCs?

Intel: Static frequency error, not dynamic one.

Ericsson: The errors in the test equipment would be

specified in a slightly different way which we need to consider carefully.
Status: noted
	R4-111876
	Discussion
	Remaining details of the downlink CA demodulation requirements
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Huawei: Frequency error of 10Hz, how can you implement the

error in your simulation? Considering reduce the TCs, then demodulation and PMI

test should not use different TMs (TM3 and TM4). Cat. 6 & 7 w.r.t. sustained

data-rate, we need to check these figure

ZTE: We need to consider 4Tx ANT as well.

Intel: Sustained data rate test (test 6), 20+20 M CA would

not be different from existing test 4.
Status: noted
	R4-111877
	Draft CR
	Introduction of the CA downlink demodulation requirements
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: noted
	R4-111827
	LS out
	LS on Timing Requirements for Activation of SCells in TDD mode
	ZTE


Renesas: We should discuss further and to provide single

recommendation as RAN4 to RAN1.

CATT: '8 sub frame delay' is common for FDD and TDD. The

subject can be discussed in RAN1.

Ericsson: I agree with CATT that the original LS (to RAN1)

asked when the NW to start the procedure. RAN1 may specify the requirements

properly.

Status: noted
	R4-112330
	Approval
	Minutes of CA UE demodulation adhoc, 14 April 2011
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: in principle approved
5.1.7
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_CA-Perf]
	R4-112052
	Discussion
	Considerations for deactivated Scell test cases
	Huawei, HiSilicon


NTT DOCOMO: We can test both non configured and activated

SCC tests in a single test procedure (for three stages). For the 2nd prop, we

need to consider impact caused by the required measurement accuracy.

ZTE: We ask a time to consider the proposal (prop. 1).

Huawei: NTT DOCOMO says you can rely on a single test. In most

of the RRM TCs, 90% successful rate is assumed, would it be possible check each

separate core requirements if the successful rate is different?

NTT DOCOMO: TCs in RRM, we have a TC for multiple layer

cell search. It might be slightly different but we may apply the same scheme

there.

Status: Noted
5.2
Framework for Inter Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE (Not band specific)

5.2.1
General
[LTE_CA-Core]
	R4-112090
	Discussion
	Dealing with the inter-band CA scenarios
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


TeliaSonera: Could agree with most of the content but there an issue with the title, it should be “CA combinations” not “CA scenarios”.
NTT DOCOMO: For reference sensitivity for like band 13, this contribution says that in some operating bands, reference sensitivity is relaxed due to not its IL to be large, but its tx noise to be high, Is this the correct understanding?
In addition, some operating bands like Band 5 have originally some margin?
Ericsson: 
- we do not know how to specify refsens. Good steps are made now with the Pcmax. This could be a good starting point and create a routine to specify the different scenarios.

TeliaSonera: No time to define a “routine” as we need to finalise the generic aspects by the next meeting.

Ericsson: - A “routine” does not mean grouping of bands or a set of bands. It means how do we specify a band combination that has given challenges (e.g. has or not harmonic inter-modulation.)

Status: noted
	R4-111708
	Discussion
	Way forward on Inter Band Carrier Aggregation for LTE
	Fujitsu


TeliaSonera: it will be difficult to follow this approach of high/high-low/low: e.g., how to treat 1.8GHz + 2.1GHz for Europe?
Sprint: reasonable approach as the number of combination is going to be very big.

Nokia: sees two issues with approach: 



- define relaxation based on high/high-low/low ?


- will we have separate WIs for that or will they be within CA WI or band combination WIs??
Huawei: same view as Nokia and TeliaSonera. We need to take them one by one. If not and If there is an issue with one band combination than all other band will not be finished because of that and this is against the spirit of RAN.

KDDI: concern is that KDDI has middle range frequency and it is not covered by this approach.
Status: Noted

	R4-112096
	Discussion
	Inter-band CA release independent scope
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Not handled
5.2.2
BS RF requirements
[LTE_CA-Core]
5.2.3
UE RF requirements
[LTE_CA-Core]
	R4-111793
	Discussion
	Interband Carrier Aggregation Framework
	Qualcomm Incorporated


TeliaSonera: it is not possible to use the high/high-low/low approach. It will take a very long time to agree on a compromise value.

NTT DOCOMO:

- We would like to separate the combinations bands 3 with band 8 and band 1 with band 5.
Telecom Italia: - agrees on assumption 1.
- Agree to limit to limit the combination to two bands. But Is QC has in mind a time frame for 3 band combinations.

- From the table the same relaxation will apply, while it seems from contributions submitted to the group previously this is should not be the case.
- in the assumption of supporting only one UL, the CC that does not have an UL will benefit from better sensitivity.

- before excluding the consideration on the MPR reduction, an evaluation should be done.

Verizon: assumption number 3: have concern about prioritizing one UL.

Qualcomm: these are simplification and therefore will not optimize some values as the operators want it to be. But we don’t have time to evaluate all optimizations and consider all details so we need to find a good simplification to address the work load ahead of us related to band combinations.

- on prioritization of 1 UL: There are a number of inconsistencies and this one of them (e.g. RAN1 and RAN2 defined up to 5 carries aggregated and it is clear to every one that we will not define now 5 CAs).

Huawei: papers raises a lot of good points.

RAN4 was requested by RAN to define a framework but this does not mean we need to define generic values. When it comes to the Individual values we have room to optimize. 

Status: not handled
	R4-112156
	Discussion
	Inter band frame work draft CR proposal
	Motorola


Status: Revised in 2212

	R4-112212
	Discussion
	Inter band frame work draft CR proposal
	Motorola


TeliaSonera: what do you mean by two types ?

Motorola: Either inter- or intra- we should not have CA combinations of inter and intra-bands. For example you can not have two CCs in one band and another CC in an other band.

CMCC: inter band with two components in each band would be needed.

Motorola: there is still a lot of work to do in spec for inter-band today and there are still many open issues. Two CC for intra band it introduce a lot of complexity. When you define one CC per band we can use a lot of work from rel-8. ( For the first phase let’s start with that.

NTT DOCOMO: your proposal is to reflect the insertions loss directly on the max output power tolerance. and you wouldn’t have to consider additional relaxation on the Pcmax tolerance. Thus, in the end, it seems redundant specifications if we introduce the relaxation due to IL into both MOP tolerance and Pcmax.
Motorola: you will have loss all the time. Some times a lot depending on the combination.

Huawei: 

- max output power should be defined per component carrier. 
Motorola: suggestion is to consider no multiple CC per band, so this question does not arise.

QC: assumption single UL and then you say the specification should support and specify simultaneous transmission. What does that means?

- you propose to treat each band separately( a lot of work

Motorola: do you to do that: spec should address the single Uplink case this will minimise the interaction of spurious emission and harmonics. 

Simultaneous UL is operator specific not only just to the band but also the channel, frequency, …etc. This will take a significant amount of work just to address this issue. 

No thing prevents from doing the analysis and document it and then it is up to the operator to use it. and document the analysis: thus suggests that the Spec captures the requirements for one UL and that the TR can capture results for the simultaneous uplink.

- sees no way to avoid the study of bands separately. Needs to be band specific.

LightSquared: - can we handle case like for example inter-band DL with intra-band UL and in which time frame?

Motorola: Have no question to this question. In the time frame, let’s concentrate on the simple combinations we have.

Status: noted
	R4-112157
	Draft CR
	Inter band frame work draft CR proposal
	Motorola


Status: revised in 2213

	R4-112213
	Draft CR
	Inter band frame work draft CR proposal
	Motorola


Status: withdrawn

	R4-111746
	Discussion
	Harmonics and intermodulation in uplink inter-band carrier aggregation
	Motorola Mobility


Status: Noted 
	R4-111724
	Approval
	TP; 36.807: A generic approach for inter-band CA
	TeliaSonera


Status: noted

	R4-111857
	Approval
	Inter-band non-contiguous CA way forward on insertion loss question
	Nokia


Status: Noted

	R4-111864
	Approval
	A way forward on how to handle insertion loss for inter band CA
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Revised in 2206

	R4-112206
	Approval
	A way forward on how to handle insertion loss for inter band CA
	NTT DOCOMO


Telecom Italia: there was some offline discussion. is it still for approval?
NTT DOCOMO: there is no consensus ( noted

Status: Noted

	R4-112144
	Discussion
	Interband CA receiver characteristics
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-112145
	Discussion
	Interband CA transmitter characteristics
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: Withdrawn
5.2.4
RRM (Radio Resource Management) aspect
[LTE_CA-Core]
	R4-111831
	Draft CR
	Correction to Measurement Requirements for Carrier Aggregation
	ZTE


Status: endorsed
	R4-111867
	LS out
	LS on UE receiver window for Inter-band non-contiguous CA
	NTT DOCOMO, Ericsson


Status: approved
5.2.5
BS Conformance test, Performance aspect
[LTE_CA-Perf]
5.2.6
UE Performance aspect
[LTE_CA-Perf]
5.2.7
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_CA-Perf]
5.3
Enhanced Downlink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE

5.3.1
UE Performance aspect
[LTE_eDL_MIMO- Perf]
	R4-111869
	Discussion
	Revised work plan for the performance requirements on eDL MIMO
	NTT DOCOMO


The time plan proposed has been agreed by the group.
Status: noted
	R4-111794
	Discussion
	Considerations on eDL-MIMO CSI testing
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Renesas: 4 Tx and 8 Tx should be prioritized. (not 2 Tx

case).

Qualcomm: We need to check the accuracy of the

measurement.

Huawei: I agree with Renesas to set the requirements with

4Tx and 8 Tx case.

Qualcomm: In FDD, 8Tx is not a mandatory feature.

LGE: Table-1, PMI disable feature is specified optional. 
-> Yes the default case is PMI report should alwyas be available.

Status: noted
	R4-111834
	Discussion
	Discussion on the requirements for the reporting of CSI
	ZTE


Renesas: Prop.1, TDD mode, we should consider the

reporting modes without PMI/RI reporting. PMI disabling is an optional. Rank

test in Prop.4 we have a different view.

Status: noted
	R4-111879
	Discussion
	Further considerations on CSI verification
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Intel: PMI test we need to consider the code book

limitation aspect. RI test, are the performances in Fig-1 realistically

achievable?

Renesas: We need to study a to derive quantitative analysis

on PMI requirements. Rank test in Fig-1, there is an approximation here but

still give a clear trend of the behaviour.

Huawei: Cabling effect, we had a same issue in the past.

Test vendors could clarify their view. CQI test, for PUCCH 1-1, wit 4 Tx ANT

should be with 8 Tx, which should be checked.

Huawei: RI test, we have discussed in the past (in

Jacksonville) and there was a proposal made by Huawei (and was objected by some

companies).

ZTE: RI test, absolute TP metric, any particular reason

why to apply.

Ericsson: RI test, we discussed the issue in rel-8. Actual

functionality of RI should be tested. Test metric should be set on two

different correlations.

Ericsson: Phase error; we applied the same conditions for

two ports to cope with the issue in rel-8.

Ericsson: RI test; we need to consider the time line to

complete the work in time as well.

Qualcomm: Table-1, freq selected test is proposed. What

should we assume for the interference estimation (as being asked by RAN1)?
Status: noted
	R4-112034
	Discussion
	Static channel and precoder for CQI definition tests
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Intel: 4x2 case, channel model assumed is slightly

different from ours but the conclusion isn't affected. Eq. (4) and (5) gives

the same performance and we prefer eq.(4) then.

Huawei: What we have done is to align the methodology.

Renesas: Do we want to set larger beamforming gain or

normalized SNR?
Status: noted
	R4-112092
	Discussion
	Test coverage for CSI reporting verification for eDL-MIMO
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Renesas: What is the rationale to use 1x2 ant in rel-10?

Ericsson: That's why we are proposing the PMI test as in

the paper.

ZTE: For TDD case, configuration 0 and CSI is configured,

is it considered.

Ericsson: Yes.

Qualcomm: We also share the view from Renesas w.r.t. 4 Tx

cases.

Renesas: PMI reporting disabling is 'optional'. -> It is

correct. Our proposal is to use that since it is still useful to carry out the

test in 1-0 case.. We should also consider Ack/Nack crash aspect.

Status: noted
	R4-112151
	Discussion
	CSI tests for eDL-MIMO with 8 CSI-RS ports
	Intel


Renesas: Too much test would not worthwhile to introduce as

we don't see much benefit amongst the proposed mood.

Ericsson: We concur to the comment from Renesas.
Status: noted
	R4-111835
	Discussion
	Spatially high correlation for eDL-MIMO with eight transmit antennas
	ZTE


Renesas: We should focus on X-pol to X-pol case.

Huawei: We also provided the contribution and have the same

opinion with Renesas.

Status: noted
	R4-111880
	Discussion
	On the choice of 8-Tx spatial correlation parameters
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Huawei: We have a similar contribution in the same area. We

propose gamma = 0 in our paper.
Status: noted
	R4-112031
	Approval
	Correlation matrix for 8Tx eDL-MIMO: parameters and use case
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Renesas: If you set gamma=0 and get higher TP would not

give a realistic condition.

Huawei: The rationale behind our proposal (gamma set to

zero) is to reduce the number of TCs. 'Gamma=0' would give a good testability

of the feature.

Qualcomm: We second to Renesas.

ZTE: We also share the same understanding with Renesas and

Qualcomm.

Ericsson: We need a time to consider the value of gamma.

Status: noted
	R4-112279
	Approval
	8-Tx spatial correlation parameters
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Renesas Electronics Europe, ZTE


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111812
	Discussion
	LTE-A UE simulation results of PDSCH for eDL MIMO
	LG Electronics


Status: revised in 2189
	R4-112189
	Discussion
	LTE-A UE simulation results of PDSCH for eDL MIMO
	LG Electronics


Status: noted
	R4-111833
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL-MIMO PDSCH demodulation performance requirements
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111921
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL-MIMO Demodulation Tests
	CATT


Status: noted
	R4-111948
	Discussion
	Simulation results for PDSCH demodulation performance requirements on eDL-MIMO
	Samsung


Status: noted
	R4-112029
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eDL-MIMO performance requirement
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Huawei: Reference channel for FDD in Annex, Max TP over 1

frame has been corrected.
Status: noted
	R4-112150
	Discussion
	PDSCH demodulation performance on eDL-MIMO
	Intel


Intel: We used slightly modified assumptions for FDD (for the

new transport size). We are fine to use the original size though.
Status: noted
	R4-112161
	Discussion
	Simulation results for PDSCH demodulation performance on eDL-MIMO
	Marvell Switzerland


Status: noted
	R4-112164
	Discussion
	Alignment results for eDL-MIMO 2x2 FDD and TDD test cases
	NEC


Status: noted
	R4-111878
	Discussion
	Simulation results for the TM9 demodulation requirements
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Renesas: The support of PMI disabling in TM9 will be

optional.
Status: noted
	R4-112215
	Discussion
	Simulation results for  eDL MIMO demodulation performance
	Fujitsu


Status: noted
	R4-111870
	Discussion
	Summary of the simulation results of PDSCH demodulation performance requirements on eDL MIMO
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: revised in 2380
	R4-112308
	Discussion
	Summary of the simulation results of PDSCH demodulation performance requirements on eDL MIMO
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: noted
	R4-112091
	Draft CR
	Introduction of TM9 demodulation performance requirements: draft CR
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Renesas: '1PRG' should be incorporated.

Motorola: TBS size should be corrected in the future

according to the simulation outcomes.

Huawei: We would need to add few more parameters for eg.

antenna configuration to Table Table 8.3.2.1D-2.
Status: noted
	R4-112309
	Approval
	Framework for PDSCH demodulation performance requirements on eDL MIMO (Revision 3)
	NTT DOCOMO, NEC


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112348
	Approval
	Way forward on test scenarios for CSI reporting accuracy requirements on eDL MIMO
	NTT DOCOMO, NEC, Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incor


ZTE supports the proposal and would like to co-sign this contribution.
Status: in principle approved
5.3.2
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[LTE_eDL_MIMO- Perf]

5.3.3
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_eDL_MIMO- Perf]

5.4
Relays for LTE
	R4-111933
	Discussion
	Relays: Additional Issues
	Vodafone


· Proposes some additional issues that need to be considered before concluding on RF requirements for relays in RAN4.
Proposal: “
(1) RAN4 give priority to understanding the issues that relay backhaul bring to macro Base Station receivers.

(2) RAN4 takes into account relay backhaul deployments in same and different carriers to relay access link, as required by the work item.

(3) The worst case observation presented here is verified, and refined, captured in the TR, and taken into account when setting Tx RF requirements for the relay backhaul.”

=>
Noted
	R4-112312
	Information
	Relay ad-hoc minutes
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

5.4.1
Deployment scenarios / Co-existing studies
[LTE_Relay-Core]
	R4-111836
	Approval
	TP for the thru-wall relay scenario in TR 36.826
	ZTE


· Propose text proposal on thru-wall relay scenario in TR 36.826 and update some obscured contents.

=>
in principle approved
	R4-111837
	Approval
	TP for uplink traffic assumption for case 4 in TR 36.826
	ZTE


· Propose to consider 1~ 3 UEs in a relay cell for case 4 and provides the updated TP for case 4.

Discussion:

Huawei: (1) Picture 1 is hard to understand, it needs explanation. (2) In Picture 2, why does the throughput loss increase as ACLR increases? (3) If 1-3 RUEs per relay, how to deal with 30 UEs per sector? (4) On bandwidth distribution for option 2, if there is only one RUE connected for the full bandwidth, how to insure ACLR model?

ZTE: (1) Start with 50 UEs, and increase by a step of 5. (2) This is ACLR offset in Picture 2. (3) Need to drop more than 30 UEs to satisfy 1-3 RUEs per relay. (4) No intention to modify ACLR model.

Ericsson: Share Huawei’s question 4. Need to add cases when there are only 1 or 2 UEs. Offline discussion needed.

=>
Noted
	R4-112231
	Approval
	TP for Truwall relay scenario case B in TR36.826
	LG-Electronics


Discussion:

Ericsson: Request more time to review on this late submission.

=>
Noted
	R4-112232
	Approval
	TP for Truwall relay scenario case F in TR36.826
	LG-Electronics


Discussion:

Ericsson: Request more time to review on this late submission.

=>
Noted
	R4-111996
	Approval
	UE topology for RN coexistence study
	Huawei


· Propose to modify the way of UE distribution for outdoor RN deployment scenarios to solve high UE density problem;

· Propose to reuse the methodology of cluster UE distribution defined in TR 36.814 Table A.2.1.1.2-5 for heterogeneous deployment;

· The proposed TP shall be captured in TR 36.826 Relay WI.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Good concept to increase efficiency. Need clarification how to choose UEs.

Huawei: Offline discussion on UE selection.

ZTE: Question on the need to include this proposal if dropping a second UE will slow down the simulation.

Huawei: Simulation case 4 is quite different than case 2. For case 2, there is no impact on simulation results if 1-3 UEs are used.

ZTE: offline discussion

=>
Noted
	R4-111711
	Approval
	Clarification of cell selection assumption in truwall relay scenarios
	China Unicom


· Propose that outdoor UEs should be allowed to be associated with the nearby truwall relays and there should not be outdoor relays deployed in the truwall relay scenarios.
· Provide text proposal on UE locations in TR 36.826.
=>
Revised in R4-112233
	R4-112233
	Approval
	Clarification of cell selection assumption in truwall relay scenarios
	China Unicom


· Propose that outdoor UEs should be allowed to be associated with the nearby truwall relays and there should not be outdoor relays deployed in the truwall relay scenarios.
· Provide text proposal on UE locations in TR 36.826.
Discussion:

Ericsson: Agree that no outdoor relays in thruwall cases.

=>
in principle approved
	R4-112104
	Approval
	Relay clarifications on locations
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, China Unicom


· Suggest replacing the figure with one that correctly reflects what is written in the text for the location of the RN in the cases with the RN at the cell edge.

· Editorial changes are made for redundant text copies and figure numbering.

· Provide text proposal for the changes.

Discussion:

Huawei: another corresponding change might be made

=>
In principle approved
	R4-112105
	Approval
	Relay traffic models
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Provide text proposal on relay traffic models in TR36.826, incuding:

(1) Case1: “Agressor: eNB and RN access side , Victim link: eNB -> UE”
(2) Case2: “Agressor: UE and RN backhaul side, Victim link: UE -> eNB”
(3) Case3: “Agressor: eNB Victim link: eNB -> RN”
(4) Case4: “Agressor: UE , Victim link: UE-> RN”
Discussion:

ZTE: concern on “up to 3 RUE”, need further offline discussion.

=>
Noted
	R4-112162
	Discussion
	Possible solution for R-UE selection in relay coexistence simulations
	China Unicom


· Propose a simple solution for the selection problem of R-UE, which is able to generate the same result as the case with full load relay.
Discussion:

Ericsson: Question for clarification on Fig. 2, 3, usually adding aggressor the throughput decreases. Offline discussion.

=>
Noted
	R4-111720
	Discussion
	Relay simulation results update
	CMCC


· Provide updated simulation results for case 2 (A2-1, A2-2, C2-1 and C2-2) and case 4 (A4-1, A4-2, C4-1 and C4-2) which are proposed to be included in the spread sheet.

=>
Noted
	R4-111813
	Discussion
	Simulation results for outdoor relay
	LG Electronics


· Provide updated simulation results for all outdoor RN coexistence simulation cases (A/C/E/G) by updated TR and traffic assumption

=>
Noted
	R4-111814
	Discussion
	Simulation results for truwall relay
	LG Electronics


· Provide initial simulation results for all truwall RN coexistence simulation cases (B/D/F/H) by updated TR and traffic assumption.

=>
Noted
	R4-111838
	Discussion
	Relay co-existence DL simulation results for A1~H1 and A3~H3
	ZTE


· Provide downlink simulation results for all the ‘Case 1’ and ‘Case 3’ cases based on new simulation assumptions.
=>
Noted
	R4-111839
	Discussion
	Outdoor relay co-existence UL simulation results for simulation case 2
	ZTE


· Provide some uplink simulation results for ‘Case 2’ based on new simulation assumptions, including the cases A2-1, A2-2, C2-1, C2-2, E2-1, E2-2, G2-1 and G2-2.

=>
Noted
	R4-111840
	Discussion
	Outdoor relay co-existence UL simulation results for simulation case 4
	ZTE


· Provide some uplink simulation results for ‘Case 4’ based on new simulation assumptions, including the cases A4-1, A4-2, C4-1, C4-2, E4-1, E4-2, G4-1 and G4-2.

=>
Noted
	R4-111709
	Discussion
	Coexistence simulation results for thruwall relay ACS
	China Unicom


· Provide simulation results for RN backhaul side and access side ACS.
Proposal: “
(1) For truwall RN backhaul link, an ACIR of about 25dB is needed in order to ensure coexistence.

(2) For truwall RN access link, an ACIR of about 32 dB is needed in order to ensure that the 5% CDF throughput loss to be lower than 5%.”
=>
Noted
	R4-111710
	Discussion
	Coexistence simulation results for thruwall relay ACLR
	China Unicom


· Provide preliminary simulation results for truwall RN access side and backhaul side ACLR.

Proposal: “
(1) For RN access link, an ACIR of about 10 dB is enough in order to ensure coexistence.

(2) For RN backhaul link, an ACIR of about 40 dB is needed in order to ensure coexistence.

=>
Noted
	R4-112075
	Discussion
	Co-existence simulation results for selected scenarios
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Provide further co-existence simulation results based on the assumptions and use cases defined in references [1],[4],[9] and [10] to complement the outdoor relay co-existence simulation results provided in [11].
Proposal: “
(1) the recommended ACIR values for the average and 5 percentile throughputs for DL and UL outdoor RN scenarios, as a function of ACIR are in the range of 30 to 38 dB.
=>
Noted
	R4-112242
	Information
	Summary of coexistence results
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


( Noted

	R4-112243
	Approval
	Relay TR 36.826 v 0.7.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Revised in 2356

	R4-112356
	Approval
	Relay TR 36.826 v 0.7.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112327
	Approval
	Agreement on Relay coexistence modelling
	Huawei,ZTE,Ericsson,China Unicom, CMCC, LGE, CATT


Status: in principle approved

5.4.2
RF requirements
[LTE_Relay-Core]
	R4-111922
	Discussion
	Further discussion on Relay RF requirements
	CATT


· Provide further considerations on RF requirement for Relay;

· Suggest to define requirement according to performance need of network and avoid unnecessarily stringent requirement for Relay;

· Present some general considerations for specific RF requirements.

=>
Noted
	R4-111994
	Approval
	TP on RF requirements for RN access link
	Huawei


· Present some considerations on RF requirements of Relay access link, both transmitter and receiver. The text proposal is also provided for TR36.826 Relay WI.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Further clarifications on receiver levels, practical values, references to ES, and premature adding all the headings, etc.

CATT: Further discussion preferred

Huawei: It’s a skeleton TP to include ACLR, emissions, receiver studies, etc. It has nothing to do with coexistence study. We need requirement objectives for coexistence study, and need titles for the output.

=>
Noted
	R4-111995
	Approval
	Relay backhaul frequency error
	Huawei


· Provide text proposal on frequency error requirement for Relay backhaul link.
Discussion:

CATT: Based on current definition it is enough to insure the network performance It’s not necessary to modify the definition.

Huawei: Frequency error for access link was agreed before already, and the same with the back haul error.

CATT: There was no such agreement as to frequency error in last meetings. It’s a discussion paper only. There is no need to change anything now.

=>
Noted
	R4-111997
	Approval
	Relay RF architecture
	Huawei


· Provide text proposal on possible Relay architectures in the working assumption for TR36.826 Relay WI.

Discussion:

CATT: Architecture should be as reference only.

Ericsson: What’s the intention for use of this architecture as TP?

LGE: Need consideration in switching time in backhaul link.

Huawei: To distinguish from repeater architecture. Relay is new equipment, so it’s better to touch base with some architecture for relay, as in UL MIMO case. Repeater has similarities, but there are also big differences in usage and scenarios.

LGE: Similar architecture in CA RF. Important to determine requirements.

Ericsson: Adding examples does not have much value.

Huawei: Requirements are defined based on architectures too.

Ericsson: RAN4 does not take implementation details.

=>
Noted
	R4-112106
	Approval
	TP Relay Reference sensitivity
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Propose to adopt the measurement method for the BS for the access link and the measures for the UE for the backhaul link;

· Propose to align the values with the BS specification for the access link and to align with the UE specification for the backhaul link;

· Provide text proposal on reference sensitivity in TR 36.826.

Discussion:

Huawei: Concern on pico base station reference sensitivity for access link, which has different requirements.

Ericsson: In balancing transmit power and reference sensitivity, why pico is different here?

Huawei: Pico is based on the noise floor raise based on specific scenarios. Relay and pico have different usage scenarios. Relays are for both outdoor and indoor, but pico is for indoor only, so noise floor raise is used to compromise reference sensitivity.

Ericsson: OK for next meeting, but appreciate Huawei to come up with a paper on noise floor raise issue.

=>
Noted
	R4-112107
	Approval
	TP Relay Supported bandwidths
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Propose that relay should support the same channel bandwidths as the UE does for both the access and backhaul side;

· Provide text proposal on operating bands in TR 36.826.

Discussion:

Huawei: Need further discussion on using same table for UE as to access and backhaul. For relay there is no need to worry about Tx and Rx isolation. Need further study on how to handle the relay channel bandwidth.

Ericsson: It’s strange to have relay to support both access and backhaul bandwidths. 

Huawei: Need to consider difference between relay and UE, and redefine new table for contents and notes.

=>
Noted
	R4-112108
	Approval
	TP Relay Synchronisation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Withdrawn
5.4.3
RRM (Radio Resource Management) aspect
[LTE_Relay-Core]
	R4-111841
	Discussion
	Initial discussion on the RRM issues in Relay system
	ZTE


Renesas: What is the UEs assumed? Prop.4, different test

for different types being proposed?

ZTE: We don't know more test cases are needed.

Renesas: Existing UEs comply with rel-8/9 requirements and

we need to consider these legacy UEs in the actual market as well.

Ericsson: We have studied RRM (for eg. at the meeting in

Madrid). We need to review the discussion/agreement there. Mobility control;

the donor eNB should control the UEs.

Ericsson: We don't need to introduce mobility control test

for the relays accordingly.

Huawei: N310, N311 have already been specified in Rel-8.

If we reused these, isn't it enough? Some proposals in the paper seems rather

implementation issues.

Status: noted
5.4.4
Performance aspect
[LTE_Relay-Perf]
	R4-112044
	Approval
	Way forward on R-PDCCH performance study
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Ericsson: Resource mapping, LVRB should be prioritized for

the time being.

CATT: We need time to review the slide.
Status: revised in 2335
	R4-112335
	Approval
	Way forward on R-PDCCH performance study
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111923
	Discussion and decision
	Further consideration on simulation assumption of R-PDCCH
	CATT


Ericsson: We need to discuss on "reduced DMRS".
Status: noted
	R4-112045
	Discussion
	Further details on simulation assumptions for R-PDCCH
	Huawei, HiSilicon


CATT: Channel BW, no agreement has been made in the core

part discussion so far.
Status: noted
	R4-112073
	Discussion
	Further discussion on simulation scenarios and assumptions for R-PDCCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


CATT: Besides Channel BW and DM, we agree with other

proposals. What kind of channel estimation is assumed? -> An ideal channel

estimation would be enough.
Status: Noted
	R4-112074
	Discussion
	Further discussion on PDCCH/PCFICH requirements for relay
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Huawei: We need further discussion.
Status: Noted
5.5
Uplink Multiple Antenna Transmission for LTE

5.5.1
BS RF requirements
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Core]
	R4-112036
	Approval
	UL MIMO Work Item TR 36.817 v0.5.0
	Huawei


In the annex there is a reference to a document as R4-11xxxx. Should be corrected with the correct Tdoc number referenced.
Status: Revised in 2223

	R4-112223
	Approval
	UL MIMO Work Item TR 36.817 v0.5.0
	Huawei


Status: approved

5.5.2
UE RF requirements
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Core]
	R4-112304
	Approval
	Meeting Minutes for UL-MIMO ad-Hoc
	Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-112340
	Approval
	UL MIMO Adhoc #2 meeting minutes
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111968
	Approval
	TP to 36.942 on UL-MIMO coexistence 
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111795
	Discussion
	UL-MIMO relative phase continuity considerations
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Huawei: 

- section 2.2: Frequency error to not be considered for UEs that have a shared LO for both chains.
- on the consideration of tuneable antenna elements: So far requirement are always defined on the conducted test. It will be very hard to introduce any antenna tune in the requirements.
- what is a realistic way forward to define this requirement.

QC: 

- QC’s architecture does not support the one shared LO Huawei is referring to. 

- Expect that by august meeting can have good results on this.

- highly welcome any similar work from other manufacturers.

Huawei: - even if the architecture is not yet ready, we can move forward by simulation.
Status: Noted
	R4-112035
	Discussion
	Discussion on Phase Continuity for UL MIMO
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted
	R4-111946
	Discussion
	Impact of relative phase continuity on BS performance for UL MIMO
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Huawei: Conclusion is the same but modelling is not the same in the two contributions. 
Need alignment of the simulation assumptions.

NSN: form the BS perspective, we don’t need to spend to much time on the alignment before concluding this issue for the UE.
Huawei: agrees that we need to wait until we conclude this issue for the UE.

Status: Noted
	R4-111796
	LS out
	DRAFT LS on UL-MIMO UE capability on relative phase continuity
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Huawei: We should also include information on when the RAN4 will complete the work.

Ericsson: based on the past works (for WCDMA) it took at least a year to finalise this.

Status: revised in 2346
	R4-112346
	LS out
	DRAFT LS on UL-MIMO UE capability on relative phase continuity
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Huawei


Status: approved

	R4-111967
	Approval
	Further discussion on time alignment error for UL MIMO
	HiSilicon, Huawei


QC: 

- Proposal 1: agrees there is a need for time alignment.
-. Good to see Simulation and results to see the Demodulation and how it may effect the requirements.
- calibration. Preference is to avoid this.

Status: Noted
	R4-111969
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.1 General
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111970
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.2.2B UE Maximum output power
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Ericsson: The mention to the fact that the requirement is applicable for one component UL was removed from the table. Where will this be captured ?

Huawei: thinks that this requirement has been covered in section 5.6.

Ericsson: No preference if it is covered here or in the general section. Just want to make sure it is captured some where.

Note: We need to capture that this requirement is only applicable for one component carrier some where in the spec.
Status: in principle approved
	R4-111971
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.2.3B MPR
	HiSilicon, Huawei


NTT DOCOMO: why is the MPR defined her per UE. Agreement was that it is defined per antenna port.

Status: Noted
	R4-111972
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.2.4B A-MPR
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-111871
	Approval
	MPR/A-MPR and Pcmax on UL MIMO
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Noted
	R4-111973
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.2.5B Configured output power
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: Noted
	R4-111974
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.3.2B UE Minimum output power
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: revised in 2334
	R4-112334
	Approval
	 
	LTE_UL_MIMO-Core
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.3.2B UE Minimum output power
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: revised in 2334

	R4-112344
	Approval
	 
	LTE_UL_MIMO-Core
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.3.2B UE Minimum output power
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved

	R4-111975
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.3.3B UE Transmit OFF power
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111976
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.3.4B UE ON/OFF time mask
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Motorola: when making test per antenna port you may not see the impact of time drift between transmit antenna chain when doing the sum of the antenna connectors.
Status: in principle approved (with the concern from Motorola noted)
	R4-111977
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.3.5B Power control
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Motorola: configured output power is specified per antenna port while in this contribution it is applied to the sum of antenna ports.
Isn’t here a conflict between the two requirements?
To be addressed offline

Status: revised in 2336

	R4-112336
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.3.5B Power control
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved

	R4-111978
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.5.1B Frequency error
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111979
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.5.2B Transmit modulation quality
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Chair: Editorial correction: Should specify which sub-clauses are applicable and have to meet.

Status: revised in 2226
	R4-112226
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.5.2B Transmit modulation quality
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111980
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.6.1B OBW
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Ericsson, Motorola: we need to clarify what requirement really applies for occupied BW.
Status: revised in 2227
	R4-112227
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.6.1B OBW
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111981
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.6.2B OOB Emission
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Motorola: When testing per antennas port, is the second antenna Loaded or being used ?

Huawei: all the Transmitters need to be turned on.

It should be indicated that when performing the test, the second antenna port is loaded.

Status: in principle approved.
	R4-111982
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.6.3B Spurious Emission
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Motorola: Should indicate which table is applicable not reference the whole section.

Motorola: this has a value if tested with sum of both antenna ports. If tested per antenna ports, there is no added value w.r.t. rel-8.

Status: in principle approved
	R4-111983
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 6.7.1B Transmit intermodulation
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved.
	R4-111984
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 7.1B General
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111985
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 7.3.1B Refsens Level
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111986
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 7.4.1B Maximum input level
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111987
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 7.5.1B ACS
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111988
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 7.6 Blocking for UL-MIMO
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111989
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 7.7.1B Spurious response
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111990
	Approval
	TP to 36.807 on Section 7.8.1B Intermodualtion 
	HiSilicon, Huawei


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112305
	Approval
	TP for MIMO TAE requirements
	Huawei


square brackets need to be removed before ITU-R submission
Status: in principle approved

5.5.3
RRM (Radio Resource Management) aspect
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Core]
5.5.4
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]
	R4-111946
	Discussion
	Impact of relative phase continuity on BS performance for UL MIMO
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status:
	R4-112042
	Discussion
	Consideration on requirements for HARQ-ACK multiplexed on PUSCH
	Huawei


The group is agree that no new test is needed for this case

as suggested in the paper.
Status: noted
	R4-111815
	Discussion
	Simulation assumption of PUCCH format 3 with SORTD
	LG Electronics


NSN: Band width, False Ack detection criteria (considering

the doubled work load by this term), 24 TCs should be discussed and reviewed

further.

LGE: We may prioritize some items in terms of the order of

simulation works.

NSN: What is the rationale behind introducing additional

simulation assumptions (and TCs)?

Huawei: We can provide our simulation outcomes once we

agree on the assumption.

ALU: We share the view (in some extent) with NSN or

Huawei. We would need few more clarification on the proposed assumption though.

LGE: We gave up to include the requirement in rel-10.
Status: noted
	R4-111888
	Discussion
	PUCCH Requirements Simulation Results
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-111924
	Discussion
	UL MIMO simulation results for PUCCH
	CATT


Status: noted
	R4-111944
	Discussion
	Ideal simulation results for UL MIMO PUCCH performance
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: noted
	R4-112070
	Discussion
	Simulation results for UL-MIMO PUCCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-111844
	Discussion
	Simulation results for UL-MIMO PUCCH performance requirements
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-112038
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUCCH simulation results
	Huawei


Status: revised in 2238
	R4-112238
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUCCH simulation results
	Huawei


Status: noted
	R4-111889
	Discussion
	PUSCH Requirements Simulation Results
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-111945
	Discussion
	IM simulation results for UL MIMO PUSCH performance
	Nokia Siemens Networks


Status: noted
	R4-111842
	Discussion
	PUSCH simulation results for FDD UL MIMO
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-112071
	Discussion
	Simulation results for UL-MIMO PUSCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112140
	Discussion
	UL MIMO PUSCH simulation results
	InterDigital


Status: noted
	R4-112041
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUSCH simulation results
	Huawei


Status: revised in 2237
	R4-112237
	Discussion
	Summary of UL-MIMO PUSCH simulation results
	Huawei


Status: noted
	R4-112039
	Approval
	TP for UL-MIMO TR 36.817: Clause 8.3 (Performance requirements for PUCCH)
	Huawei


Status: revised in 2276
	R4-112276
	Approval
	TP for UL-MIMO TR 36.817: Clause 8.3 (Performance requirements for PUCCH)
	Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, LG Electronics, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, InterDigital, CATT, HiSilicon


LGE: We thank for the effort made by Huawei and the

proponents.
Status: endorsed
	R4-112043
	Approval
	TP for UL-MIMO TR 36.817: Clause 8.2 (Performance requirements for PUSCH)
	Huawei


Status: revised in 2277
	R4-112277
	Approval
	TP for UL-MIMO TR 36.817: Clause 8.2 (Performance requirements for PUSCH)
	Huawei, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent, InterDigital, CATT, HiSilicon


Status: endorsed
	R4-112040
	Discussion
	Discussion on CR for TS 36.104: Clause 8.3 (Performance requirements for PUCCH)
	Huawei


Status: noted
5.5.5
UE Performance aspect
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]
	R4-111843
	Approval
	Consideration on PUSCH simulation case tests for UL MIMO
	ZTE


Ericsson: We try to avoid to have a requirement for 64QAM.
Status: noted
	R4-112072
	Discussion
	Further discussion on QPSK and 64-QAM modulation schemes for UL-MIMO PUSCH simulations
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ZTE: What is the meaning of 'future study' 
-> Beyond rel-11 in our proposal.
Status:Noted

5.5.6
RRM Performance aspect
[LTE_UL_MIMO-Perf]

5.6
Four carrier HSDPA

5.6.1
UE Performance aspect
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]
	R4-112115
	Draft CR
	25.101 CR Introduction of demodulation performance for 4C-HSDPA
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


The proposed TPs for the sections in the CR are agreed. The

missing part (performance requirement part) will further be elaborated. The

category of the CR should be 'B'.
Status: noted
	R4-112116
	Discussion
	CQI for 4C-HSDPA
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Renesas informed that a RAN5 specification has four

faders.

Status: noted
	R4-112114
	Approval
	MC-HSDPA testing complexity (DC-HSDPA type 3i, DB-DC-HSDPA and 4C-HSDPA)
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Qulacomm: We should carefully avoid to introduce

unnecessary tests.

ST-Ericsson: For the single carrier case, we don't need to

insist to check type 3 since tyep 3i requirement is tighter than type 3. For

4C case, we will use simplified method for 3i, we need to check the performance.

Qualcomm: Can I understand that we wouldn't expand the

requirements to USs not supporting 4C? -> Yes that is the intention.
Status: noted
	R4-111756
	Discussion
	UE performance requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Qualcomm: Since ST-Ericsson agrees not to use phase

rotator, we can skip section 1 in the document.

ST-Ericsson: For the open loop Tx diversity, the RAN5

specification (34.121) uses 4 faders.

ST-Ericsson: Do you define receiver agnostic manner? -> We

need to show clearly to RAN5 what is the expected for the conformance test.

Renesas: We have a concern to introduce statement of '8

faders'. -> We may send LS to RAN5 to clarify our intention.
Status: noted
5.6.2
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]
	R4-111757
	Discussion
	HS-DPCCH performance requirements for 4C-HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson: We have objections for some of the proposals, for

eg. averaging per stream would loose the information which should be checked.

NSN: The terms 'per codeword' or 'per stream' should be

clarified. These are just a matter of the statistics.

Qualcomm: If I send a certain 'code work refers to, for

eg."ack, ack, nack,,".

NSN: The complication of the test is our concern (w.r.t.

'per code word' measure).

Huawei: We support 'per code word' approach in this

paper.

NSN: We have a concern on 'per code word' based

approach.
Status: noted
	R4-112101
	Approval
	Way Forward on Performance measures and principles for 4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112102
	Approval
	Way Forward on Simulation scenarios for 4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH performance requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112103
	Approval
	4C-HSDPA:  HS-DPCCH HARQ Simulation Assumptions
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112310
	Approval
	Way Forward on Performance measures for 4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm inc.


NSN: some comments were pointed but not addressed.

Status:  revised in 2355
	R4-112355
	Approval
	Way Forward on Performance measures for 4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Inc.


Status: in principle approved
5.6.3
RRM Performance aspect
[4C_HSDPA-Perf]

5.7
Support of New Band Combinations for Dual-Band Dual Cell HSDPA
[DB_DC_HSDPA-Core]

5.7.1
Maximum transmission output power requirements
	R4-112113
	Draft CR
	CR for the introduction of  TX core requirements for band I-XI and II-V
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


Status: endorsed
	R4-112267
	CR
	CR for the introduction of  TX core requirements for band I-XI and II-V
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson, AT&T, SoftBank


Status: in principle agreed
5.7.2
Reference sensitivity level requirements
	R4-112112
	Draft CR
	25.101 CR Introduction of Rx core requirements for Band combinations II-V and I-XI
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


RAN4 works for the WI have been completed.
Status: endorsed
	R4-112268
	CR
	25.101 CR Introduction of Rx core requirements for Band combinations II-V and I-XI
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson, AT&T, SoftBank


Status: in principle agreed
5.8
Enhanced ICIC for non-CA based deployments of heterogeneous networks for LTE
	R4-112255
	Information
	Meeting minutes for eICIC Ad-Hoc at RAN4 #58AH
	Qualcomm Incorporated


ZTE: We would like to update the spread sheet to

incorporate our results.

The spread sheet to be updated as a new tdoc.
Status: revised in 2333
	R4-112333
	Information
	Meeting minutes for eICIC Ad-Hoc at RAN4 #58AH
	Qualcomm Incorporated


all documents taken in the ad-hoc session will be noted
Status:
	R4-112256
	Information
	Agreements in eICIC Ad Hoc Sessions at RAN4 #58AH
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 2352
	R4-112352
	Approval
	Way Forward on Performance measures for 4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm inc.


Status: revised in 2405
	R4-112405
	Approval
	Way Forward on Performance measures for 4C-HSDPA HS-DPCCH requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm inc.


Status: in principle approved

	R4-112314
	Information
	simulation results for typical interference levels for eICIC
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: Not handled
5.8.1
UE Performance requirements
[eICIC_LTE-Perf]
	R4-111797
	Discussion
	eICIC Demod requirements over subframes with unknown interference
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111798
	Approval
	Framework for PDSCH demod requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Renesas: Working assumption of two sub set, do we need

both? Additional working assumption, prop.5: Would unknown interference pattern

be needed? TM3 may not provide big difference from TM2.

Qualcomm: Considering the interference affect, it would be
useful to test both sub frame. We believe scenario 3 is important. as a UE may

be scheduled in ABS sub-frames where no CSI measurements.

Qualcomm: We preclude TM4 as TM3 would be enough.

Huawei: PDSCH framework; impact of PDCCH error was

discussed in the past. Control ch will be degraded w/o interference (as

discussed in RAN1 for HetNet scenario). Tabl-1; Three SPs in the table. What is

tha rationale behind SP3?

Huawei: Interference level of 15dB seems too large. RAN1

has never consider such a level. Simulation assumptions (Table-1): Why the

pattern is proposed as "1111"?

Qualcomm: '15dB' doesn't mean we need to have 15dB SNR.

ABS bit map: It is an example and subject to future discussion.

Qualcomm: 2 CSI cases were agreed and additional case was

under future discussion. Operators support to have it.

Huawei: Is SP3 a complementary set? -> SP3 is just a

subset representing UE does not have a sufficient information.

LGE: What is the base lband receiver assumed? TCs using

TM1; we will use reference channel 2, SNR of -1dB should provide 75% of the max

T.P. In the TM3 case, 10dB difference will be there between required cell and

interfering cell.

NEC: 15dB is a relative power to the concerned signal? ->

No. As in the appendix, it is an 'interference SNR'.

Motorola: Is the intention is to handle PDSCH performance

separately?

Qualcomm: Yes.

Fujitsu: Scenario 3; Non MBMS case, it is same to Scenario 1

and the performance would be the same.

Qualcomm: Even the performance is the same, we need to

test the feature.

Fujitsu: What is the delta in term of the demodulation

algorithm assumed? -> Proper implementation should give the same performance

under these scenarios but the intention is to verify the performance.

Huawei: Table-1, first row says 'PCFICH = 3'. -> Yes,

fixed PCFICH is proposed here.
Status: noted
	R4-111799
	Discussion
	Initial demod simulattion results for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Renesas: Motivation of scenario 3? Do we assume ideal

receiver? Proper constraint on SP2 case will be necessary.

LGE: What type of receiver is used?

Huawei: What is the purpose of the test in general? PCFICH = 2 is assumed and hence performance of PDCCH would be degraded. Repeater for

eICIC is going on.

Qualcomm: Fig-1, Fig-2 just summarize the simulation

results. Rel-8 baseline receiver is assumed. SNR operation point is not for ABS

frames which has lower SNR.

Qualcomm: The aim of the test is to make sure certain level

of PDSCH performance is kept.

NEC: Are you assuming advanced receiver? -> Rel-8

reference receiver is the assumed receiver.

Status: noted
	R4-111881
	Discussion
	Considerations on PDSCH demodulation requirements for eICIC
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Qualcomm: Table-5 show good alignment with ours.

Qualcomm: Compare with Non-ABS case, we still see a gain.

Motorola: Relatively higher SNR for a neighbouring cells,

the operating point, for eg. handover threshold, should be expanded in a

proportional manner.

Renesas: We need to keep consistent approach to cell ID,

demod performance or hand over performance.

Huawei: What is the 'typical' SNR mean as an operation

point (or test condition)?

Huawei: Impact of the PDCCH and PDSCH.

Renesas: We don't have a solid answer to the typical SNR.

We skipped PDSCH impact in the paper.

Status: noted
	R4-112030
	Discussion
	Further consideration on demodulation performances for eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Renesas: The performance (of TM1) largely depend on the

conditions assumed.

LGE: Coriding case should aslo be considered.

Qualcomm: Depends on the transmission mode, we will see

different performances.

Huawei: We select TM1 since our understanding is to test

the gain of the eICIC under the proper interference level.

Qualcomm: The aim of the test is to check whether a UE to

average over the interference properly. The other purpose is to check the

effect of the ABS patterns.

Status: noted
	R4-111816
	Discussion
	Considerations on demodulation and CSI performance for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Renesas: WA3 is a problematic since it violates the

agreement in the past.

Qualcomm: We agree with Renesas.
Status: noted
	R4-112085
	Discussion
	On restricted CSI measurements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Renesas: Prop.2: Since we have studied 2/8 for FDD quite

well, we should keep it as the condition as well.

Ericsson: It would be premature to select the exact

pattern (for the time being we may keep both). Regarding measurement BW, we

propose to introduce smaller BW as in the paper.

LGE: "Non-MBSFN ABS with colliding CRS as a baseline"?

Qualcomm: Proposal to apply the colliding case as the

base line seems contradict to our assumption.
Status: noted
	R4-111925
	Discussion
	Consideration on CSI requirements
	CATT


Status: withdrawn
5.8.2
RRM Performance aspect
[eICIC_LTE-Perf]
	R4-111740
	Information
	eICIC simulation results
	Motorola


Status: withdrawn
5.8.3
RRM Core requirements
[eICIC_LTE-Core]
	R4-111845
	Approval
	Simulation assumptions for identifying typical interference levels in macro-HeNB scenarios
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111846
	Discussion
	System simulation results in macro-HeNB scenarios
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111847
	Discussion
	System simulation results in macro-pico scenarios
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111873
	Discussion
	Simulation results for typical interference levels in e-ICIC
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: noted
	R4-111890
	Discussion
	RRM System Interference Side Conditions: Macro-Pico
	Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: revised in 2207
	R4-112207
	Discussion
	RRM System Interference Side Conditions: Macro-Pico
	Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-111891
	Discussion
	Way Forward on Macro-Pico Side Conditions
	Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-112056
	Discussion
	System level simulations on eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: noted
	R4-112084
	Discussion
	Further system results to identify typical interference variation
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112158
	Discussion
	System simulation results for macro-pico scenario
	Motorola Mobility


Status: withdrawn
	R4-112165
	Discussion
	On defining intra-frequency requirements in TS 36.133 to enable eICIC support
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Tdoc 2165 was discussed with tdoc R4-112084 in the evening

session.

Status: noted
	R4-112176
	Discussion
	Simulation result summary for typical interference levels in e-ICIC
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111848
	Discussion
	Simulation Results for Cell Identification Performance
	ZTE


Status: noted
	R4-111802
	Discussion
	Cell identification delay for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-111818
	Discussion
	Simulation results for studying cell identification for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics


Status: noted
	R4-111927
	Discussion
	Cell identification performance in eICIC scenarios
	CATT


Status: noted
	R4-111949
	Discussion
	Simulation result for cell identification for eICIC
	Samsung


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111960
	Discussion
	Cell search considerations for eICIC
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: noted
	R4-112053
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eICIC cell identification
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted
	R4-112064
	Discussion
	Link Simulation Results for Intra-frequency Cell Search
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: boted
	R4-112065
	Discussion
	Proposed Intra-frequency Cell Search Requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-111805
	Discussion
	Considerations on MBSFN Based ABS for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


LGE: Do you assume static MBMFN configuration? -> Ans.

'SIB2' may carry the configuration and that means all the UEs awake in a cell.

An operator would not update the configuration frequently. Non-MBSFN

configuration, limited UEs will be impacted. Accordingly we can assume the

configuration is quite stable.:

Ericsson: We think the statement of "Without CRS

cancellation capability, non-MBSFN approach does not work for the colliding CRS

scenario" is too strong.

Qualcomm: The sentence would be too string we would agree

and should be said as "the degradation would be large".
Status: noted
	R4-111893
	Discussion
	Macro-Femto: UL Interference
	Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent


Picochip: What is the minimum separation (distance) between

HNBs or Mcro BSs.

ALU: The same parameters for the DL case were used.
Status: noted
	R4-111704
	Discussion
	eICIC Power Setting for Femto to Macro
	Picochip


ALU: Parameters for the simulations, numbers of the UEs

varies. That would be the reason the two curves in the figures crossed. You may

need to fix the number of UEs.
Status: Noted
	R4-111892
	Discussion
	Co-channel DL HeNB Output Power
	Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent


Picochip: How do you use the interference power ? -> Setting

the DL power (Poffset).

NEC: Eq.(1) uses ul power setting. Do you assume specific

implementation? -> Nlo. It is a simple power setting scheme is assumed.

Status: noted
	R4-112076
	Discussion
	Results for HeNB Autonomous Power Setting for Macro-eNB Scenario
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ALU: Axis is the different transmission powers. Did you

assume fixed power?

Ericsson: We fixed the Tx power of the BSs and calculated

the geometries.

Status: Noted
	R4-112077
	Discussion
	Requirements structure for HeNB Autonomous Power Setting for Macro-eNB Scenario
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


ALU: UL RRS, in case UE is not connected to the NW, how do

we use it?

Ericsson: HNB would estimate the UL RSS but it would be an

implementation specific.

Picochip: 5% protection seems too 'strict'. We observed

10% outage.

Ericsson: We agree it is a strict criteria but we need to

consider what is the acceptable level of the outage.

Status: Noted
	R4-111926
	Discussion
	Consideration on RRM requirments for eICIC
	CATT


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111803
	Discussion
	RRM measurement accuracy
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-111804
	Draft CR
	CR on RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 2307
	R4-112307
	Draft CR
	CR on RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 2406
	R4-112406
	Draft CR
	CR on RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: endorsed

	R4-111961
	Discussion
	Measurement period considerations for eICIC
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: noted
	R4-111962
	Discussion
	Event A3 with eICIC
	Renesas Electronics Europe


Status: noted
	R4-112054
	Discussion
	Simulation results for RRM measumrent in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted
	R4-112066
	Discussion
	RSRP and RSRQ Measurement Periods
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-111800
	Discussion
	RLM core requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-111801
	Draft CR
	CR on RLM requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-112306
	Draft CR
	CR on RLM requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: endorsed
	R4-111817
	Discussion
	Simulation results for eICIC RLM
	LG Electronics


Status: noted
	R4-111872
	Discussion
	Simulation results for e-ICIC RLM
	NTT DOCOMO


Status: noted
	R4-112055
	Discussion
	Discussion on RLM requirements in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted
	R4-111950
	Discussion
	Radio link monitoring evaluation period for DRX for eICIC
	Samsung


Status: noted
5.9
Multi-standard radio Base Station RF requirements for non-contiguous spectrum deployments
	R4-112329
	Information
	Ad hoc minutes: MSR-NC
	Ericsson


Noted

5.9.1
BS RF requirements
[MSR_NC-Core]
General RF Requirements:

	R4-112008
	Approval
	TP on Relation to other RAN and GERAN specifications
	Huawei


Text Proposal: “…The relation to the single-RAT specification can be kept unchanged for non-contiguous spectrum operation. No changes will be needed in TS37.104 clause 4.1.”
=>revised in 2245
	R4-112118
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC Relation to other RAN and GERAN specifications (TR 37.802 clause 4.2)
	Ericsson


· A revision of the TP submitted at RAN4#58 in Taipei to avoid misunderstanding of the intention with regards to applicability of single-RAT requirements.
· The same topic with R4-112008, merge to a joint contribution?
=>
revised in 2245
Discussion on R4-112008 and R4-112118:

Huawei: There is a discrepancy in the background part, 2118 requires ULTRA and EUTRA applying to MSR contiguous only.

Ericsson: Will update the background.

Way Forward: Combine both 2008 and 2118 into new Tdoc 2245.
	R4-112245
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC Relation to other RAN and GERAN specifications (TR 37.802 clause 4.2)
	Huawei, Ericsson


In principle approved
Transmitter Requirements:

	R4-112007
	Approval
	 
	MSR_NC-Core
	TP on base station output power
	Huawei


Text Proposal: “…The minimum requirements are specified as power accuracy for maximum carrier output power relative to the configured carrier power declared by the manufacture. This requirement can be kept unchanged for BS supporting non-contiguous spectrum operation.”
=>revised in 2247
	R4-112119
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC BS output power (TR 37.802 clause 6.2)
	Ericsson


Text Proposal: “…The definitions of the declared parameters and the accuracy of the maximum carrier power do not need to be changed when applied in non-contiguous spectrum.”
· The same topic with R4-112007, merge to a joint contribution?
=>
revised in 2247
Way Forward: Combine 2007 and 2119 into new Tdoc 2247
	R4-112247
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC BS output power (TR 37.802 clause 6.2)
	Ericsson, Huawei


=> In principle approved
	R4-111931
	Approval
	MSR-NC ACLR within sub-block gap
	Vodafone, Alcatel Lucent


· Provide a proposal to specify the ACLR requirements for MSR-NC, especially for the two carriers adjacent to a sub-block gap;

Text Proposal: “
(1) For sub-block gaps equal to or larger than 10 MHz, reuse the existing UTRA ACLR1 requirement in the sub-block gaps.

(2) For sub-block gaps equal to or larger than 20 MHz, reuse also the existing UTRA ACLR2 requirement in the sub-block gaps.”
=>
revised in 2252
	R4-112120
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC ACLR (TR 37.802 clause 6.6.4)
	Ericsson


· Provide text proposal for ACLR based on discussions in previous RAN4 meetings and off-line.
Proposal: “
(1) Existing ACLR requirements remain outside the RF bandwidth edges

(2) Inside the sub-block gap, contributions from the two sub-blocks at the edges are accumulated to form a Cumulative ACLR (CACLR)

(3) CACLR is defined for UTRA and E-UTRA, assuming an adjacent 5 MHz UTRA carrier

(4) 1st and 2nd adjacent channel CACLR are specified, when they fit inside the gap. 

(5) The limit is set to 45 dB as for E-UTRA ACLR.

=> revised in 2252
Discussion on 1931 and 2120:

NSN: Ericsson paper 2120 section 6.6.4.4 is a good way forward. The difference is the accumulation of ACLR. Vodafone and Alcatel-Lucent paper 1931 requires more tight requirement, which NSN prefers.

Huawei: Absolute ACLR is missing in Vodafone and Alcatel-Lucent paper 1931. Both absolute and relative ACLR are needed. Ericsson proposal’s accumulated ACLR1 and ACLR2 gave the same 45 dBc requirements, which applies to any bandwidth larger than 5 MHz, and Table 6.6.4.4.-2 two notes are not necessary and could be removed. Accumulated approach is preferred.

Ericsson: Vodafone and Alcatel-lucent paper 1931 does not define ACLR for gaps smaller than 5 MHz. Question to NSN, NSN agreed with accumulative approach before but now they changed to agree with Vodafone.

Telecom Italia: Prefers accumulative approach to cover 5 MHz gaps.

NSN: Support accumulative approach only applying to 10 MHz.

Alcatel-Lucent: Only propose what to change as a minimum value for ACLR. On accumulative approach from Ericsson’s proposal, the question is how far away to apply accumulation. Need to design how far away accumulation not to apply.

Ericsson: Support narrow gaps for ACLR. No need for accumulation for gaps larger than 10 MHz.

Alcatel-Lucent: Agree for 5 MHz gaps, except how to test it with accumulation.

Ericsson: Simple solution how to accumulate, using CACLR. Further offline.

Huawei: Need discussion on absolute ACLR. Cumulative approach should be used.

Way Forward: Combine 1931 and 2120 into new Tdoc 2252
	R4-112252
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC ACLR (TR 37.802 clause 6.6.4)
	Ericsson, Vodafone, Alcatel-Lucent




=> Revised in 2354

	R4-112354
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC ACLR (TR 37.802 clause 6.6.4)
	Ericsson, Vodafone, Alcatel-Lucent


=> Noted
	R4-112006
	Approval
	TP on Adjacent Channel Leakage power Ratio (ACLR)
	Huawei


=>Withdrawn
	R4-112009
	Approval
	Update of applicability of requirements (clause 5)
	Huawei


· Provide text proposal on applicability of requirements in Table 5.1-1 in 37.104.

Text Proposal: “…NOTE 2: The requirement in sub-clause 6.7.2 is only applied for BS operating in non-contiguous spectrum.”
=> in principle approved
	R4-112122
	Discussion
	Passive Intermodulation (PIM) for MSR-NC
	Ericsson


Revised in 2190

	R4-112190
	Discussion
	Passive Intermodulation (PIM) for MSR-NC
	Ericsson


· Revised from R4-112122.

· Provide further discussion on passive intermodulation for MSR-NC and analyze the sensitivity degradation of a typical antenna as a contributing component.

Discussion:

NSN: Agree with the problem statement. One question on proposing RAN4 investigation on this issue, what release to use?

Ericsson: Not quite sure yet. Welcome other contributions.

Telecom Italia: Is PIM mainly concerning non-contiguous configuration? On sensitivity degradation, what band relations contribute most?

Ericsson: It concerns any configuration when RF bandwidth is large. As long as IM3 falls into receiver it happens.

CMCC: Agree with the 150 dBc antenna IM3 issue, causing multiband RRUs to cause excessive transmit power and consequent IM3. Welcome RAN4 study on this issue.

Alcatel-Lucent: Interested to see proposals, as a compensation budget for sensitivity and output power would need to be established.  Would  this mean  a need to Certify the BS beyond test point B (of 25.141/104) ? 
Huawei: It’s difficult to specify.

Ericsson: Based on experience plus theoretical analysis.

Vodafone: Agree with the problem statement. Need to study properly, to create a work item, maybe a short one, to find a solution. Would like to participate.

=>Noted
5.9.2
BS Conformance test
[MSR_NC-Perf]
General RF Requirements:

	R4-112010
	Approval
	Required changes to TS 37.141
	Huawei


· Provide views on required changes in TS37.141 and suggestions on work related to test specification.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Other updates are also needed in 6.6.2, 6.6.4, etc. On requirements, which could be added? Not sure if long Annex is a good approach. May need further thinking.

Huawei: Changes are on going so they should be updated in sequence later. Just add the necessary changes on Annex B first without reporting to RAN.

Alcatel-Lucent: Not a good idea to separate updates.

=>Noted
	R4-112011
	Approval
	Update of definitions and symbols for TS37.141
	Huawei


· Provide the update of definitions and symbols related to non-contiguous spectrum operation. These changes are aligned with the changes made in 37.104 for suporting non-contiguous spectrum operation.
Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent: Do not agree on separating Annex B, so there is no need to adopt this proposal now. Good approach, but timing is a concern.

Ericsson: Agree with the contents of the TP, issue is whether to have Annex or not.

Huawei: Any specific concerns from Alcatel-Lucent?

Alcatel-Lucent: If adopted we will need to build all the Annexes which takes long time and it’s too late to start.

Huawei: Only required changes related to MSR-NC are needed, not all the changes are needed.

=>Noted
Manufacturer’s Declaration:
	R4-111894
	Discussion
	Considerations for output power declarations in NC MSR
	Alcatel-Lucent


· Provide further considerations on the output power declarations in MSR-NC.
Proposal: “
(1) To allow the flexibility for the manufacturer to optionally declare different rated output powers per GSM / UTRA / E-UTRA carrier for carriers at the RF bandwidth or sub-block edges.

(2) To allow the flexibility for the manufacturer to optionally declare different rated output powers per E-UTRA carrier for different transmit channel bandwidths.”

=>Noted
	R4-112012
	Approval
	TP on manufacturers declaration
	Huawei


Proposal: “…If manufacturer declares the same values for maximum total output power and maximum RF bandwidth, one test is needed including the verification in sub-block gap(s). Otherwise if manufacturer declares separate maximum total output power and maximum RF bandwidth, two tests are needed.”
· Provide text proposal on manufacturer’s declaration in TR 37.802.

=>Noted
	R4-112110
	Discussion
	Manufacturers declaration for MSR-NC
	Ericsson


· Propose to avoid additional parameters for manufacturers declaration until there is a firm reason for adding more parameters.
=>
Noted
Discussion on 1894, 2012, 2110:

NSN: Support 2110 on way forward.

Telecom Italia: Prefer to see in manufacturer’s declaration on various parameters, and support proposal in 2012. For MSR-NC, not sure if contiguous configuration combinations could replace MSR-NC.

Alcatel-Lucent: Support 1894, with optional declaration with more than one gap.

Ericsson: Price to pay is the test specification when optional declaration is made. Difficult to develop test specs.

Huawei: Operators might have different scenarios with contiguous or non-contiguous configuration. Do we want to declare different bandwidths for contiguous and non-contiguous?

Ericsson: one bandwidth, one power.

Telecom Italia: Separate declaration for contiguous and non-contiguous declaration is beneficial. Specific information is useful for operators’ deployment scenarios.

Ericsson: No decision yet, if similar there is no need to declare separately. If needed, we can reconsider and specify.

Huawei: Flexibility of different implementation should be allowed. Also should consider how to simplify but not to conclude not to define even with a need in place.

Telecom Italia: We should say if there is evidence that we do not need to define separately, then we do not define. Flexibility is needed.

Vodafone: There is a difference in power for large gaps between contiguous and non-contiguous (separate declaration needed).

Test configurations:

	R4-111934
	Discussion
	On MSR-NC conformance testing
	Vodafone


· Provide some guidance on the likely deployment configurations for MSR-NC operation in order to help to ensure that the conformance testing configurations consider the relevant worst case deployments.
Discussion:

Huawei: Narrow sub blocks should be considered for BC2.

Ericsson: Operators should provide input.

NSN: It’s a possible way forward, with NSN support on option 2.

Alcatel-Lucent: Option 1 needs to be considered.

=>Noted
	R4-111717
	Approval
	Test configuration for non-contiguous MSR operation
	Nokia Siemens Networks


· Propose how to define sub-block size and sub-block gap size for non-contiguous operation test configuration.
· Provide text proposal on test configuration for non-contiguous tests in TR 37.802.

Discussion:

Ericsson: Many ways to do this, it is too rigid for block sizes of less than 5 MHz.

Huawei: BC2 and BC1 are quite different. This should be considered.

Vodafone: Block sizes of less than 5 MHz is a concern.

Alcatel-Lucent: No specific issues on the table, but would like to consider BC1 and BC2 cases as well.

=>Noted

	R4-112109
	Approval
	MSR-NC TP on test configurations
	Ericsson


· Suggest one approach for test configuration by dividing the available RF bandwidth into sub-blocks and a sub-block gap;

· Provide text proposal on test configuration for non-contiguous tests in TR 37.802 including the test cases using only UTRA and/or LTE carrier and those using a mix of GSM and LTE/UTRA.

Discussion:

Huawei: Need further discussion on transmitter test configuration for BC2, when sub block size is relatively small.

Vodafone: Similar to NSN proposal?

NSN: Different between NSN (only one, UTRA/EUTRA) and Ericsson’s (two, GSM and UTRA/EUTRA).

=>
Noted
	R4-112015
	Approval
	TP on MSR_NC conformance testing (clause 8.1)
	Huawei


· Provide text proposal on MSR_NC conformance testing to capture the following points:

(1) Proper test configuration shall be constructed only for requirements related with the gap

(2) Tests including test configurations for contiguous spectrum operation can be reused for non-contiguous operation for the requirements unrelated with the gap

(3) The typical scenario with 2 sub-blocks and 1 gap is proposed to be tested

Discussion:

Ericsson: Question on intention, should we test operating band unwanted emissions inside the gap with the non-contiguous test configuration?

Huawei: Outside emission to use current contiguous configuration. Inside the gap to use non-contiguous configuration.

Ericsson: This is a problem. Need to take into account of multiple declarations.

Vodafone: To add extra clarification.

Alcatel-Lucent: Tabulate extra requirements as in NSN paper.

Vodafone: Prefers NSN paper as well.

=>
Note
	R4-112013
	Discussion
	On transmitter test configuration
	Huawei


· Provide further study on transmitter test configuration and a generic approach is proposed for both BC1 and BC2 transmitter TC.

Discussion:

Ericsson: What happens when RF bandwidth and blocks getting wider?

Huawei: Same test configurations could be used even for wider bandwidth.

Alcatel-Lucent: This proposal is suitable for narrow bandwidth, not for wider ones. Possible to extend to two gaps.

NSN: It’s not covered when both UTRA and EUTRA coexist. Not proposing what sub block bandwidth should be, which needs to be decided before moving on.

=>Noted
	R4-112014
	Discussion
	On receiver test configuration
	Huawei


· Provide two options on MSR_NC test configuration related with receiver gap requirements.

Options: “
(1) Test configuration in Rel-9 TS 37.141 shall be reused inside each sub-block.
(2) Test the maximum number of carriers supported by a MSR BS simultaneously.
Discussion:

Ericsson: Question for clarification, you can do both option 1 and 2. It’s reasonably inline with other discussions.

=>
Noted
Multicarrier receiver testing:

	R4-111895
	Discussion
	Considerations for multicarrier receiver tests in NC MSR
	Alcatel-Lucent


· Provide some further points to specify the number and RATs of the carriers used for the receiver tests in MSR-NC.
Proposal: “
(1) If the equipment supports more than one carrier of the respective RATs, take 2 carriers of GSM and 2 carriers of either UTRA or E-UTRA. If not, take only one carrier of the respective RAT.

(2) In case that two sub-blocks are given and four carriers (2 x GSM + 2 x UTRA/E-UTRA) have to be tested, the carriers in each sub-block could be placed in the same way as in TC5 of MSR Contiguous.
(3) If in a certain configuration, only one carrier UTRA/E-UTRA is supported and thus the number of carriers to be tested is only three, they could be placed as shown in Figure.3.

(4) Not to take into account receiver tests with three sub-blocks.

Discussion:

NSN: What should be the sub block bandwidth needs to be defined first. How about non-GSM scenarios?

Alcatel-Lucent: Considerations should be made for BC1 too.

=>Noted

	R4-112121
	Approval
	TP for MSR-NC Receiver requirement testing (TR 37.802 clause 9.X)
	Ericsson


· Summarize current discussions, give additional rationale and concludes on a way forward for MSR-NC receiver testing.
· Provide text proposal on receiver testing for TR 37.802

Proposals: “
(1) Have a receiver test configuration with activation of multiple carriers that are measured simultaneously, defined over the declared maximum RF bandwidth, with interferers both outside the RF bandwidth edges and within the sub-block gap.
(2) Limit the application of such a configuration to in-band requirements, i.e. blocking and receiver intermodulation.
(3) Limit the number of simultaneous activated carriers to four.
(4) Recommend GERAN to adopt 4 simultaneous activated and measured carriers to ensure that MSR and GERAN specifications are aligned.
Discussion:

Huawei: What if receiver resource limits how many carriers could be used in testing? Do you want to change the contiguous MSR cases as well?

Ericsson: Wideband receivers for narrowband receiving should be OK. Using 4 carriers is a reasonable point. MSR contiguous will not be handled in this WI.

NSN: How to deal with all the interference signals generated at the same time simultaneously?

Ericsson: Test is done one position at a time.

Vodafone: Support multicarrier testing, multicarrier PAs needed.

Huawei: Number of carriers should be in [ ].

Ericsson: Better to have a counter proposal instead of putting 4 in [ ].

Huawei: Using 4 carriers is not justified.

=>
in principle approved (with 4 in [ ])
5.10
MIMO operation with non-MIMO coexistence in HSDPA

5.10.1
-CPICH power accuracy requirement
[MIMO_HSDPA-Core]
	R4-111758
	Discussion
	Open issues in S-CPICH transmit power inaccuracy for DL MIMO operation
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· Discuss the remaining open issues to specify S-CPICH accuracy requirement.

Proposal: “
(3) Introduce S-CPICH power accuracy requirement in TS 25.104.
(4) Definition of a VAM will be captured in TS 25.141.

(5) If NodeB manufacturer declares the implementation of a VAM, S-CPICH power accuracy requirement will not be tested.
(6) Introduce the S-CPICH test from Rel-9 onwards.

Discussion:

ST Ericsson: Question on VAM: Should VAM characteristics be considered too? S-CPICH accuracy difference of 1 dB or 2 dB is not sufficiently different compared to simulation results in Oct. meeting. On testability, why it should be Rel 9?

Qualcomm: Welcome proposals on VAM definitions. As to 1 or 2 dB debate, it was from 0.25 dB before to now 1 dB and ongoing, simulation differs. MIMO is Rel 7 and onward, Rel 9 deployment for MIMO is realistic.

ST Ericsson: Offset between primary and secondary is defined for earlier releases.

Qualcomm: Rel 7 onward.

Alcatel-Lucent: CR presented in Jacksonville. Rel 7 CR was rejected, while Rel 10 is the earliest possible.

Qualcomm: some disagreement on Rel 7 CR. Confusion on RAN2 or RAN4 CR.

Huawei: No proof if such stringent requirement is needed (1 dB)

=>
Noted
	R4-112016
	Discussion
	Simulation  results on S-CPICH accuracy
	Huawei


· Provide simulation results on VRC test and consideration on S-CPICH accuracy.
Proposal: “…the S-CPICH power inaccuracy is to be +/-2.1 dB.”
Discussion:

Qualcomm: Questions for verification: On practical receiver ID searching, why assume ID search model with multipath on practical MIMO receiver? On VRC simulation, do you allow flexibility for user to schedule?

Huawei: Two stream value for 2nd question. Need to check on 1st question.

ST Ericsson: This simulation result is in alignment with last 4 meetings, so it is practical.

=>
Noted
	R4-112100
	Approval
	Way forward on S-CPICH accuracy requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Further discuss the open issues on S-CPICH accuracy requirements.

Proposal: “
(1) If accuracy of the transmitted power difference between P-CPICH and S-CPICH is to be set, then it shall be within +/-2 dB compared to the signalled power offset.

(2) If the manufacturer declares the implementation of VAM (common precoder), the test for S-CPICH power accuracy requirement will not be performed.”

Discussion:

Qualcomm: Surprising to see base station implementation is expensive. 1 dB is not stringent for base station vendors. Open to running more simulations in aligning results. Not all base stations will have VAM, requirements will not apply to existing UEs.

ST Ericsson: 2 dB accuracy is the worst case absolute accuracy, which is OK.

Qualcomm: Not successful in getting model of PAs. Worst case is still a valid data point.

ST Ericsson: Keep discussion offline, not agreeing on last comment from Qualcomm. 

=> Noted.

=>
Way forward:

-VAM definition to be discussed offline for agreement.

-No agreement on accuracy specs.

-Whether SCPICH accuracy is not needed under VAM declaration is to be discussed after VAM definition.
	R4-112349
	Draft CR
	25.104 CR Introduction of S-CPICH Power Offset Accuracy Requirement
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 2407
	R4-112407
	Draft CR
	25.104 CR Introduction of S-CPICH Power Offset Accuracy Requirement
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: endorsed

	R4-112350
	Draft CR
	25.141 CR Definition of Virtual Antenna Mapping (VAM) and Applicability of S-CPICH Power Accuracy Requirement
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: revised in 2408
	R4-112408
	Draft CR
	25.141 CR Definition of Virtual Antenna Mapping (VAM) and Applicability of S-CPICH Power Accuracy Requirement
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: endorsed

	R4-112351
	Discussion
	Introducing relative traffic to pilot power ratio core requirement for MIMO HSDPA
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Not handled

5.10.2
UE Performance aspect
[MIMO_HSDPA-Perf]
	R4-112152
	Discussion
	HSDPA MIMO CQI simulation results for performance requirements
	Renesas Electronics Europe


· Perform the MIMO CQI tests based on the proposed simulation assumptions and it confirmed that there is no need to relax the existing MIMO CQI requirements.

Proposal: “… the MIMO CQI requirements for the cases with 3dB power offset between P-CPICH and S-CPICH should be set same as for the legacy cases where P-CPICH is transmitted on both antennas.”
Discussion:

Qualcomm: Question on single Rx antenna?

Renesas: According to email discussion in setting simulation. Could further discuss.

=>
Noted
	R4-111759
	Draft CR
	HSDPA MIMO CQI reporting requirements due to asymmetric P-CPICH/S-CPICH power settings
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· Introduce CQI reporting requirements for MIMO and MIMO only with single stream restriction based on asymmetric P-CPICH/S-CPICH power settings (-3 dB power offset).

=>
Revised in R4-112234
	R4-112234
	Draft CR
	HSDPA MIMO CQI reporting requirements due to asymmetric P-CPICH/S-CPICH power settings
	Qualcomm Incorporated


· Introduce CQI reporting requirements for MIMO and MIMO only with single stream restriction based on asymmetric P-CPICH/S-CPICH power settings (-3 dB power offset).

Discussion:

Renesas: CR is OK, except test case of dual Rx MIMO CQI.

Qualcomm: Will need to bring a separate CR for single Rx CR.

Renesas: OK for the approach

ST Ericsson: Fine with CR. 1 Rx CQI test case for separate discussion.

=>
Endorsed
	R4-112153
	Draft CR
	Clarification on HSDPA MIMO demodulation performance requirements for FRC H-SET 9
	Renesas Electronics Europe


· Clarify that the throughput for test 3 and test 4 would be only collected with the HS-DSCH subframe where the applied precoding vector corresponds to the single transport block Type A CQI report or the Type B CQI report. 
· Define MIMO N_cqi_typeA/M_cqi ratio in the test setup to avoid any ambiguity.

Discussion:

Qualcomm: No need for this CR.

=>
Noted
	R4-112154
	Draft CR
	Clarification on HSDPA MIMO demodulation performance requirements for FRC H-SET 9
	Renesas Electronics Europe


· Shadow CR of R4-112153.
=>
Noted
	R4-112155
	Draft CR
	Clarification on HSDPA MIMO demodulation performance requirements for FRC H-SET 9
	Renesas Electronics Europe


· Shadow CR of R4-112153.
=>
Noted
	R4-112117
	Draft CR
	Clarification for MIMO only with single stream restriction conditions
	ST-Ericsson, Ericsson


=>Withdrawn
5.10.3
BS Performance aspect, BS Conformance test
[MIMO_HSDPA-Perf]

5.11
MU-MIMO for 1.28Mcps TDD - Performance Part
[MUMIMO_LCR_TDD-Perf]
	R4-111928
	Discussion
	Further discussion and framework for the performance requirements for 1.28Mcps MU-MIMO
	CATT


· Provide further considerations on the testing method and framework of 1.28Mcps MU-MIMO WI.

· Propose to set up requirements based on these considerations.
=>
Noted
5.12
Performance Requirements for two-antenna 1.28Mcps TDD Type 1 and Type 2 
UE receiver
[2ant_UE_LCR_TDD-Perf]

5.13
UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD
[LCR_TDD_UE_demod_mc-Perf]
	R4-111753
	Discussion
	LCR TDD Multi-cell UE demodulation performance simulation assumptions
	Mediatek inc


· Discuss some of the issues found from the initial simulation results for TD-SCDMA multi-cell performance test cases -i.e. a high SNR value is required for some of the test cases to reach 1% BLER.

Proposal: “Change the simulation assumptions on the tests cases that require high SNR values to reach 1% BLER.”
=>
Noted
	R4-111721
	Approval
	Framework for UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD (revision 1)
	CMCC


· Provide updated framework for LCR TDD multiple-cell demodulation performance WI.
=>
Revised in R4-112235
	R4-112235
	Approval
	Framework for UE demodulation performance requirements under multiple-cell scenario for 1.28Mcps TDD (revision 1)
	CMCC


· Provide updated framework for LCR TDD multiple-cell demodulation performance WI.

Proposal: “
(1) Considering implementation and testing feasibility, the verification point and DCH parameters for several test cases are modified, including the following detailed items:

· Only 10% BLER verification point is considered for all the 64Kbps test cases.

· The 
[image: image2.wmf]_

ooc

DPCHEcI

 in neighbour cells for test cases 1.3, 1.6, 2.1, 2.4, 3.1,and 3.4 are reduced by 10dB.

· The
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  in neighbour cells for test cases 1.2 and 1.5 are reduced by 5dB.

· The
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  in neighbour cells for test cases 2.2, 2.5, 3.2 and 3.5 are reduced by 15dB.

(2) The
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  in neighbour cells for test cases 2.3, 2.6, 3.3 and 3.6 are reduced by 20dB.

(3) 
In order to make it more realistic, the Ioc parameter for all the test cases is changed to -80dBm/1.28MHz.

(4) 
The powers of neighbour cells in the form of dBm are updated based on modified  and Ioc.

(5) 
A sentence is added to A.4.1-A.4.3 clarifying that Ior1/Ioc is used to evaluate the BLER performance.
Discussion:

MStar: Support this contribution.

=>
in principle approved
	R4-111722
	Discussion
	Ideal simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance
	CMCC


· Provide preliminary alignment simulation results for 12.2Kbps low/medium load cases and 64Kbps low load cases.
=>
Noted
	R4-112174
	Information
	Simulation results of demodulation performance under multiple-cell scenario.
	ST-Ericsson


· Provide some preliminary simulation results of 12.2kbps and 64kbps DCH in AWGN and case 3 conditions.

=>
Noted
	R4-111929
	Discussion
	Ideal simulation results on UE performance under multiple-cell scenario for LCR TDD 
	CATT


=>
Noted
	R4-112146
	Discussion
	LCR TDD Multi-cell UE demodulation ideal performance results
	Mstar Semiconductor


· Presents the ideal simulation results (Case 3) for LCR TDD Multi-cell UE demodulation based on the agreed assumptions. 
=>
Noted
	R4-112147
	Discussion
	LCR TDD Multi-cell UE demodulation performance results with impairments
	Mstar Semiconductor


=>
Noted
	R4-112236
	Discussion
	Summary of ideal simulation results for LCR TDD multiple-cell performance V1.0
	CMCC


· Presents the summary of  ideal simulation results for LCR TDD Multi-cell UE demodulation 
Discussion:

MStar: Although simulation assumptions modified, those results are still very useful.

=>
Noted
5.14
UE OTA conformance testing methodology - LME Free Space test
[UEAnt_FSTest]
	R4-111849
	Discussion
	Considerations on the performance requirement for the laptop mounted equipment
	ZTE


· Provide some considerations on the specification of the minimum performance requirement for LME and some initial recommended requirements for plug-in devices on band I and band VIII.

Discussion:

Telecom Italia: Agree with 1st proposal of proving minimum and recommended specs. Values proposed is not clear which power class they belong to. In principal TIS and TRP proposals need further discussion, especially on band VIII. Laptop models need agreement before adoption.

Orange: Same comments, not clear as to minimum and recommended values. Band VIII has a big difference over band 1. Need final confirmation before proceeding.

Ericsson: Same comments.

ZTE: Power class align with 25.914 specs. OK to further discuss TRP and TIS values, but need to agree on general measurement assumptions.

Nokia: How well TRP and TIS measurement align against commercial laptops?

ZTE: We agreed not to use commercial laptops for simplicity. 


=>
Noted
	R4-111850
	Draft CR
	CR for TR 25.914: Specification of the laptop ground plane phantom
	ZTE


· Add the details of the laptop ground plane phantom for LME OTA testing in TR25.914.
=>
Noted

	R4-111936
	Draft CR
	Description of laptop ground plane phantom
	Telecom Italia


· Add description of the laptop ground plane phantom based on the agreements during previous meetings (R4-103910, R4-110548, R4-111607).
· The same topic with R4-111850, merge to a joint contribution?

=>
revised in 2251
	R4-112251
	Draft CR
	Description of laptop ground plane phantom
	Telecom Italia, ZTE, Orange, Motorola Mobility, CA


=>
Endorsed

	R4-111851
	Draft CR
	CR for TR 25.914: Modification of the miscellaneous for adding LME OTA testing
	ZTE


· Add the miscellaneous introduction for LME OTA testing in TR25.914.
· Endorsed
	R4-112325
	CR
	CR for TR 25.914: Modification of the miscellaneous for adding LME OTA testing
	ZTE


Status: In principle approved
	R4-111951
	Discussion
	Comparison of Reverberation Chamber and Anechoic Chamber TRP and TIS Measurements
	Bluetest, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Compare TRP and TIS measurements between the reverberation chamber (RC) and the anechoic chamber (AC).

Proposal: “… 3GPP test plans should not focus on specific methodologies, but instead specify a limit for the uncertainties in the measurement of the parameter of interest. It should then be possible to choose a methodology, as long as that methodology fulfils the accuracy requirements.”
=>
Noted
	R4-112135
	Discussion
	Evaluation of notebook TRP/TRS performance
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Present definition for TRP and TRS for free space measurement configurations and verify the requirements in TS 25.144 are applicable for portable PC.

· Provide changes to TS 25.144 to include free space measurement configurations.

Proposal: “
(1) The requirement levels already stated in TS 25.144 are applicable for notebook PC.
(2) TS 34.114 must be updated to support free space configurations, applicable for portable PC devices without head and hand phantoms.”

Discussion:

Telecom Italia: Difficult to agree on conclusion. All devices perform better than current 25.155 requirements. Additional set of requirements should be added for laptop mounted equipment. The goal of the WI is to extend 25.144 requirements.

Orange: New requirements needed.

ZTE: TRP and TIS are already defined in 25.914, so no need to add new definitions.

Ericsson: Averaging is done for better results. Need to be careful in adding new requirements since many devices are in the market already.

=>
Noted
	R4-112136
	Draft CR
	Adding text applicable for notebook measurements in TP25.914
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Add the body text in chapter 5.3 needed for TRP/TRS measuremnt on notebook PC.

Discussion:

Nokia: Rotation of the laptop may affect results.

=>
Endorsed
	R4-112137
	Approval
	LME OTA way forward for laptop embedded equipment
	Intel, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


· Propose a way forward to specifically address the LEE platforms.
Proposal: “
(1) Agree on the definition of LEE devices.

(2) When evaluating the OTA, agree to treat the entire platform as the device under test within the OTA testing methodology.

(3) When comparing the OTA, analyze and understand a comparison framework of the relevant OTA figures of merit and performance thresholds.
(4) Establish the technical grounds for Stage 3 above by preparing contributions containing measurements results of the OTA figures of merit on LEE platforms specifically addressing modifications to TS 25.144 and TR 25.914.

(5) Discuss and harmonize contributions in regards to Stage 4.

(6) Submit the testing specifications as within the scope of TS 34.114 to RAN5 for approval.

=>
Revised in R4-112210
	R4-112210
	Approval
	LME OTA way forward for laptop embedded equipment
	Intel, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, CATR, ZTE


· Propose a way forward to specifically address the LEE platforms.
Proposal: “
(7) Agree on the definition of LEE devices: for example, to be composed of a UTRA/E-UTRA (HSPA/LTE) device embedded inside of a notebook, netbook, tablet laptop with an embedded antenna subsystem.

(8) When evaluating the OTA performance of LEE devices, agree to treat the entire platform as the device under test within the OTA testing methodology.

(9) When comparing the OTA performance of LME plug-in devices and LEE devices, it is important to analyze and understand a comparison framework of the relevant OTA figures of merit (TRP and TRS) and performance requirements.

(10) Establish the technical grounds for Stage 3 above by preparing contributions containing measurements results of the OTA figures of merit on LEE platforms specifically addressing modifications to TS 25.144 and TR 25.914.

(11) Discuss and harmonize contributions in regards to Stage 4.

(12) Submit the testing specifications as within the scope of TS 34.114 to RAN5 for approval.
Discussion:

Orange: Concern on proposal 3, LME and LEE have different setups.

Telecom Italia: Same view with Orange. Not clear about the proposed comparison framework, and its objectives are not under the scope of the WI. We should focus on the agreed objectives instead. LME and LEE are different in testing.

Intel: Methodology as comparison vehicle, should be in scope.

=>
Noted
	R4-112148
	Approval
	LME OTA way forward for laptop embedded equipment
	Intel, Ericsson


=>
Withdrawn
	R4-112248
	Approval
	Way Forward for LME OTA WI
	ZTE, CATR, Intel Corporation, Motorola Mobility, E


=>
Endorsed
	R4-112230
	LS in
	 LS on status of radiated testing methods for MIMO/multiple receive antenna terminals (COST2100_Feedback Source: COST2100 SWG 2.2, To: TSG RAN,TSG RAN WG4, Cc: GCF)
	COST2100 SWG 2.2


Discussion:

Electrobit: Finding 3 could not be generalized since it’s from a single device from a single lab.

Nokia: Finding 3 is based on a very small amount of data.

Agilent: Most of the results are based on a limited amount of data from last Dec. Lots of progress has been made since. Not much sense to treat this data seriously.

=>
Noted
	R4-112311
	CR
	Description of laptop ground plane phantom
	Telecom Italia, ZTE, Orange, Motorola Mobility, CA


Status: Revised in 2345

	R4-112345
	CR
	Description of laptop ground plane phantom
	Telecom Italia, ZTE, Orange, Motorola Mobility, CA


Status: In principle agreed
5.15
AGNSS Minimum Performance for UTRAN
[AGNSSPerf_UTRAN]

5.16
Phase 2 positioning test cases
[LCS_LTE, Rel-10]
	R4-112080
	Draft CR
	E-UTRAN FDD-FDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU


Status: revised in 2257
	R4-112257
	Draft CR
	 E-UTRAN FDD-FDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent


Renesas: Several points in the offline discussion could be

elaborated further. (Periodicity of 2080, Antenna port description etc.)

Ericsson: These are based on the offline agreement as well

as the agreement in the last meeting (as for the periodicity of 2080).

Status: endorsed
	R4-112081
	Draft CR
	E-UTRAN TDD-TDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU


Status: revised in 2258
	R4-112258
	Draft CR
	E-UTRAN TDD-TDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: endorsed
	R4-112082
	Draft CR
	E-UTRAN FDD-FDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on a non-serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU


Status: noted
	R4-112083
	Draft CR
	 E-UTRAN TDD-TDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on a non-serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU


Status: noted
	R4-112048
	Draft CR
	E-UTRAN FDD Inter Frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2249
	R4-112249
	CR
	E-UTRAN FDD Inter Frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Qualcomm: For eg. the fourth paragraph in A.9.8.3.1 should

be revised so as to clarify which 'wo PRS' refers to which etc.

Status: revised in 2286
	R4-112286
	CR
	E-UTRAN FDD Inter Frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: endorsed
	R4-112049
	Draft CR
	E-UTRAN TDD Inter Frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2250
	R4-112250
	CR
	E-UTRAN TDD Inter Frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Same revision will be discussed as in tdoc 2249.
Status: revised in 2287
	R4-112287
	CR
	E-UTRAN TDD Inter Frequency RSTD Measurement Accuracy test case
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: endorsed
	R4-111806
	Approval
	Way forward on Type I and Type II inter-frequency RSTD measurements
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: noted
	R4-111896
	Discussion
	Summary of the successful rates of RSTD detection from previous simulation results
	Alcatel-Lucent


Renesas: Detection level of for eg. 90% should carefully

considered considering the actual behaviour in the network.

Qualcomm: We also need to consider implementation margin to

avoid setting unnecessarily tightened requirements.

ALU: We understand the comments from the companies and

wouldn't push '90%'.

Status: noted
	R4-111897
	Discussion
	Impacts of additional limitation on PRS subframe offset
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-112166
	Discussion
	On restricting PRS subframe offset in inter-frequency RSTD core requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-112046
	Discussion
	Signaling restriction on type 2 inter-frequency measurement
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: noted
	R4-112047
	Discussion
	Updated methodology for inter-frequency RSTD measurement test cases
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: noted
	R4-112283
	CR
	E-UTRAN FDD-FDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU


Status: in principle agreed
	R4-112284
	CR
	E-UTRAN TDD-TDD inter-frequency RSTD measurement reporting delay test case with the reference cell on the serving carrier frequency
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ALU


Status: in principle agreed
5.17
Minimization of Drive Tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN
[MDT_UMTSLTE-Core]

5.17.1
BS measurement accuracy requirements and report mapping
	R4-111898
	Discussion
	UL Measurements for Minimum Drive Test
	Alcatel-Lucent


MediaTek: In rel-11, we believe it is useful to define the

feature. For Rel-10, we agreed to put off the activities in ran4 for the

requirement.

2011/04/14 9:10:26: Ericsson: We also support the proposal.

2011/04/14 9:10:39: Huawei: We also support the proposal.

Status: noted
	R4-112062
	Discussion
	Feasibility of Defining Requirements for MDT UL Measurements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted
	R4-111899
	LS out
	[Draft] Reply LS on MDT UL measurements
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: noted
	R4-112063
	LS out
	MDT UL Measurements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 2263
	R4-112263
	LS out
	MDT UL Measurements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent


Status: approved
5.17.2
Relative timestamp drift requirements
	R4-111754
	Draft CR
	Timestamp accuracy requirements for MDT
	Mediatek inc


Huawei: '2 seconds' will not be feasible from UE

implementation point of view.

Status: noted
	R4-111755
	Draft CR
	Timestamp accuracy requirements for MDT
	Mediatek inc


Status: noted
	R4-112059
	Approval
	Further discussion on relatvie time stamp accuracy for MDT
	Huawei, HiSilicon


MediaTek: Our past discussion results included

implementation margin and 2 seconds are enough to cover that.
Status: Noted
6
New frequency bands, Release independent
	R4-112126
	Discussion
	Guideline for introducing new operating bands 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


DBSD: supports

NSN: supports

Chair: good way forward.

Chair: few remarks to help the progress:

- band number should be indicated (in brackets)
- indicate the priority of specs to be done first.

- indicate WI objectives.
- indicate the adjacent services to the band.

- indicate the regulatory requirements needed

RAN4 Chair: TR to be 800 series

QC: ok with using the TR, 

Include all impacted specs even if not under RAN4.

MCC: drafting rules has to be respected.

Chair: how to handle CA ?

Ericsson: we first start with operating bands and then we consider CA.

ALU: the most important is co-existence. Mention the right frequency arrangement will help identify the issues.

Ericsson: it is true that the most important issue for the new bands is co-existence. This is the reason  why it is not in this report. The co-existence should be captured in the TR of the work item.

Vodafone: supports the idea.

QC: - justification of a band in a particular RAT. Some new band WIs are open for LTE and UTRA while it is quite clear that it is only intended for LTE.

Chair: the WI is a RAN decision not a RAN4.

RAN4 chair: TR should be linked to TR 36.942.

LightSquared: welcomes the proposal.

- co-existence should not only consider LTE or UTRA bands but also other systems.

- Local and regional rules about this band need to be included.

TeliaSonera: how to handle the CA for introducing new values (e.g. MPR, …)

Chair: we should first decide if we consider CA as a new band.

Huawei: supports this approach.

- should we mandate the way to do the changes?
Ericsson: this is a guideline. It is does not say how to make the changes.
Status: Noted
6.1
Add L-Band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America

6.1.1.1
Core requirements
[L_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS-Core]
	R4-112170
	Draft CR
	Fixing Band 24 inclusion in TS 37.104
	LightSquared


Ericsson: - some chapters and table that also need some updates (e.g. blocking chapters, …) are missing.

LightSquared: to clarify with Ericsson what are the missing chapters and will correct this.

Status: Revised in 2269
	R4-112269
	Draft CR
	Fixing Band 24 inclusion in TS 37.104
	LightSquared


we should align 36.104 and 37.104

- a separate CR will be submitted in the next meeting.

Ericsson: if any one objects to the inclusion should make it known before Barecelona, then it will be assumed this agreed.

Status: Noted
	R4-112169
	Draft CR
	Fixing Band 24 inclusion in TS 37.141
	LightSquared


Same comment

Status: Revised in 2270
	R4-112270
	Draft CR
	Fixing Band 24 inclusion in TS 37.141
	LightSquared


Status: endorsed
	R4-112171
	Draft CR
	Fixing Band 24 inclusion in TS 36.101
	LightSquared


Status: Revised in 2181
	R4-112181
	Draft CR
	Fixing Band 24 inclusion in TS 36.101
	LightSquared


Final version of the CR should be Cat F.

Status: endorsed
	R4-112168
	Draft CR
	Requirement for Band 24  UE emission, co-exsiting with RNSS/GPS
	LightSquared


Verizon: there is a need to align these numbers with FCC. Wait for FCC outcome (in June) and then approve the CR in September.
LightSquared: FCC is mainly focusing on blocking issues. Doubt that there will be any change on the OOB and spurious emission.
Ericsson: 

- would like to make sure the current requirement is captured.
- Also narrow band and averaging window should be added to text.

- Which limit that should apply beyond 5 years should be introduced.

- In the spec we can only include conducted limit.

LightSquared: 

- no problem adding the averaging window and narrow band.

Status: Revised in 2271
	R4-112271
	Draft CR
	Requirement for Band 24  UE emission, co-exsiting with RNSS/GPS
	LightSquared


QC: - it should not be 65 but [60] in the equation. can't agree to this as it is right now.

Ericsson: fine with [65] between [ ].

LightSquared: been here for several meetings. We need to come to a conclusion.
LightSquared: “LightSquared has been flexible on this CR, and has made lots of effort to harmonize. If people do not agree on this by Barcelona meeting, we would withdraw the CR”
Status: noted
WI closed. This WI should be in the maintenance agenda not new bands
6.2
Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America

6.2.1
Core requirements
[S_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS-Core]
	R4-112264
	Information
	Bands 23 and 25 AH session minutes
	Alcatel Lucent, MCC


Noted

6.2.1.1
BS RF requirements
[S_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS-Core]
	R4-111959
	Discussion
	UE Co-existence
	DBSD


Status: withdrawn
	R4-112143
	Approval
	Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America TR 36.811V1.3.0
	DBSD


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112179
	Approval
	TP for Band 23 BS Requirements  in TR 36.811: Note for legacy BS
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: noted
	R4-111958
	Approval
	TP for Band 23 BS Requirements (Section 5.3) in TR 36.811
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2229
	R4-112229
	Approval
	TP for Band 23 BS Requirements (Section 5.3) in TR 36.811
	DBSD


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111706
	Approval
	Legacy UE RX Blocking with Band 23 LTE UE as interferer  measurement results
	Elektrobit


Status: revised in 2261
	R4-112261
	Approval
	Legacy UE RX Blocking with Band 23 LTE UE as interferer  measurement results
	Elektrobit


reference is wrong. To be corrected by the rapporteur.
Status: in principle approved
	R4-111953
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in 36.101
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2323
	R4-112323
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in 36.101
	DBSD


Status: endorsed

	R4-111955
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in  25.101
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2347

	R4-112347
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in  25.101
	DBSD


Status:  endorsed
	R4-111954
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in 36.104
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2219
	R4-112219
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in 36.104
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2324
	R4-112324
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in 36.104
	DBSD


Status: endorsed
	R4-111956
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in  25.104
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2259

	R4-112259
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in  25.104
	DBSD


Status: endorsed
	R4-111957
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in  37.104
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2220
	R4-112220
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in  37.104
	DBSD


Status: revised in 2326
	R4-112326
	Draft CR
	Add 2GHz S-Band (Band 23) in  37.104
	DBSD


Status: endorsed

	R4-111900
	Draft CR
	Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS25.461 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: endorsed
	R4-111901
	Draft CR
	Add 2 GHz band LTE for ATC of MSS in North America to TS25.466 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: endorsed
6.2.1.2
UE RF requirements
[S_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS-Core]

6.2.1.3
RRM requirements
[S_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS-Core]

6.2.2
Performance requirements
[S_Band_LTE_ATC_MSS-Perf]

6.3
Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE
	R4-112094
	Discussion
	Coexistence between Band 23 and Band 25: blocking and reference sensitivity
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Noted

6.3.1
Core part: Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE
[E1900-Core]

6.3.1.1
BS RF requirements (OOB requirements)
[E1900-Core]
	R4-112172
	Discussion
	Update to TR36.818, E1900
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-112173
	Discussion
	Compromise proposal for Additional spurious emissions requirements section 5.3.1 of TR 36.818
	Sprint


Status: withdrawn
	R4-111807
	Approval
	TP Band 25 Refsens
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112024
	Draft CR
	Add coexistence requirements for expanded 1900MHz band in 25.101
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: Noted
	R4-111852
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900MHz Band (Band 25) in 36.101
	ZTE


Ericsson has a concern a bout in-band blocking requirement.
Status: Endorsed

	R4-112025
	Draft CR
	Add coexistence requirements for expanded 1900MHz band in 25.104
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2331
	R4-112331
	Draft CR
	Add coexistence requirements for expanded 1900MHz band in 25.104
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: endorsed
	R4-112127
	Draft CR
	Draft CR: Expanded 1900 addition to 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 2262
	R4-112262
	Draft CR
	Draft CR: Expanded 1900 addition to 36.104
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: endorsed
	R4-111902
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.461 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: endorsed
	R4-111903
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900 MHz Band for UTRA and LTE to TS25.466 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: endorsed
	R4-112026
	Draft CR
	Add coexistence requirements for expanded 1900MHz band in 25.141
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2332
	R4-112332
	Draft CR
	Add coexistence requirements for expanded 1900MHz band in 25.141
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: endorsed
	R4-112027
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 37.104
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2315
	R4-112315
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 37.104
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2341

	R4-112341
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 37.104
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: endorsed
	R4-112028
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 37.141
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2316
	R4-112316
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 37.141
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2342
	R4-112342
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 1900MHz band in 37.141
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: endorsed

6.3.1.2
UE RF requirements (REFSENSE)
[E1900-Core]

6.4
Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 – 849 MHz)

6.4.1
Core part: Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 – 849 MHz)
[e850_UB-Core]

6.4.1.1
BS RF requirements
[e850_UB-Core]

6.4.1.2
UE RF requirements
[e850_UB-Core]
	R4-111865
	Discussion
	Impact of the introduction of additional signaling method in Japan
	NTT DOCOMO


Proposal 1:

KDDI: Has a band next to NTT DOCOMO’s band. KDDI supports the contribution.

Verizon: is this only for Japan ? the proposal does not specify if it is only in Japan or globally.
Motorola: MPR is only used in Japan.

Ericsson: proposal 1 is inheritent for 18 and 19.

Motorola: are there UE already on the field ?

QC: RAN2 feedback is that the UE legacy behaviour is unknown. You can’t assume 

- we should also consider that UE are already in the advanced development even if there are not yet in the field.

Ericsson: RAN2 decision is: If you introduce a new signal number it should be a new band number.

Sprint: it is wider than just band 5. band 2 and band 25 have similar issues.
Proposal 2:
QC: challenging to add new channel bandwidth . not proved at this stage. We should keep on mind UE are already in advanced development.

Proposal 3:
Ericsson: We are still working on refsens issues.

Way forward: 

NTT DOCOMO: The only way is to create a new band 5.
Ericsson: use band 26 instead of a new band ?

NTT DOCOMO: Not sure yet which band will become popular in the future if band 5 or band 26. We’d like to use a popular one.
Status: noted
	R4-111739
	Information
	Uplink LTE to Public Safety coexistence simulation results
	Motorola


Status: Revised in 2192
	R4-112192
	Information
	Uplink LTE to Public Safety coexistence simulation results
	Motorola


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-111738
	Information
	Downlink LTE to Public Safety coexistence simulation results
	Motorola


Status: Revised in 2191
	R4-112191
	Information
	Downlink LTE to Public Safety coexistence simulation results
	Motorola


Status: Revised in 2246
	R4-112246
	Information
	Downlink LTE to Public Safety coexistence simulation results
	Motorola


Ericsson: for public safety it is still UL to UL or DL to DL.
Motorola: believes it is.

Status: noted
	R4-111808
	Discussion
	Band 26 Refsens
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Ericsson: would like to note that there is nothing wrong with averaging method and it is usually very used in W-CDMA.
But there is no possible compromise. Offline discussion is ongoing.

Fujitsu: based on some information theory, averaging tends to be optimistic. 

( Fujitsu has Concerns about the averaging method.

Status: Noted
	R4-112093
	Discussion
	E850 UB: set of draft CRs for 36.101 with alternatives for specifying reference sensitivity
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: revised in 2260
	R4-112260
	Discussion
	E850 UB: set of draft CRs for 36.101 with alternatives for specifying reference sensitivity
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: not handled
	R4-111904
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.104 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111905
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.113 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111906
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS37.141 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-112167
	Draft CR
	Add Expanded 850 MHz band in 25.101
	Sprint


Status: noted
	R4-111907
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-4)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111908
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-5)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111909
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-6)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111910
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-7)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111911
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-8)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111912
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-9)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
	R4-111913
	Draft CR
	Add Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814  849 MHz) to TS25.307 (Rel-10)
	Alcatel-Lucent 


Status: noted
6.4.1.3
RRM requirements
[e850_UB-Core]

1.1.1 6.4.2
Perf. part: Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 – 849 MHz)
[e850_UB-Perf]

6.5
UMTS/LTE 3500 MHz
[RInImp8-UMTSLTE3500]
	R4-112128
	Approval
	Update TR 37.801 with 2x80 MHz FDD arrangement (3410-3490 MHz/3510-3590 MHz)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: in principle approved 

	R4-112142
	Discussion
	Deployment scenarios for the 3500 MHz band
	TeliaSonera


Ericsson: Is the proposal of defining the HNB BS is for FDD and TDD?

TeliaSonera: Both.

Ericsson: there is a synchronization issue with TDD Home eNodeB. Proposal is to keep TDD out of the work item.

TeliaSonera: Maybe a new work item needs to start for TDD.

Chair: should we have a TP attached to this proposal so that people can review and to be clear to what do we agree.

Ericsson: - agrees on the need to have a TP to be in the TR.

- For TDD, it is not band specific it is a general problem.

UK Broadband: we should not exclude any type of BS. However, we need to pay attention that HeNBs need to compete with WIFI systems and filtering requirements become very critical (for European regulatory requirements). Filter are then more expensive than a Wifi access point.

Ericsson: agrees. Hopefully ECC PT1 will come up with more realistic requirements.
TeliaSonera: this agreement for the specification. commercial aspect is an other issue. We should focus on the specification for the moment.

Status: noted
	R4-112178
	Approval
	FDD arrangement in 3500 MHz
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-112132
	Approval
	Guard band needed between Band 42 and 43 when systems are not synchronized
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: Withdrawn
	R4-112129
	Approval
	E-UTRA BS requirements for FDD arrangement (3410-3490 MHz/3510-3590 MHz)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: in principle approved
	R4-112130
	Approval
	Correction of co-existence/co-location requirements between Band 42 and Band 43 on TR 37.801
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


TeliaSonera: the proposal seems to cover the message TeliaSonera wants to pass in the document 2142. ( may be no need for a TP to the TR.

Status: in principle approved
	R4-112131
	Approval
	Feasibility of BS 2x80 MHz duplexers (3410-3490 MHz/3510-3590 MHz)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


CMSS: what kind of queue have you assumed in your simulations ?

Ericsson: will check offline

UK Broadband: What is the Guard band assumption between FDD and TDD ?

Ericsson: guard band is 10MHz.

Status: in principle approved
	R4-112133
	LS out
	Draft LS Out: Answer to ECC PT1 LS on "Status of work on UMTS/LTE in 3500 MHz" (R4-111386)
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: approved
7
Study items

7.1
Study on Extending 850 MHz
	R4-112175
	Approval
	TR 37.806 v0.8.0
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


Status: In principle approved

7.1.1
BS  aspect
[FS_e850]
	R4-112134
	Approval
	Co-existence between lower E850 and Band 5
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


NII Holding: 
- true that there a lot of BS deployed in band 5. but a lot of these issue have already been addressed.

( what we already have today needs to be used as baseline.

- UE to UE co-existence is the most important issue we need to address.

NTT DOCOMO: A Band5 terminal is difficult to protect against lower e850 DL, but also upper e850 DLdue to lake of frequency separation and a Band 5 duplexer does not pay attention to the lowest edge of Band 26 DL.
Chair: what is the channel bandwidth used today ? narrow/wide band systems ? this also very important and has to be taken into account.

Status: Noted
	R4-112017
	Approval
	TP to TR37.806 BS coexistence and co-location
	Huawei


Ericsson: 

- this is addressing the spurious emission but nothing is said about blocking and co-existent.

- This is a TP on the form on a discussion paper. can not agree on this to be added to the technical report.
Huawei: 

- this is only to address the BS. UE to UE needs further discussion.

- would like to list the issues to address. There are other papers addressing other issues. Can work on this together.

Chair: address this in this meeting?
Huawei: yes.

Status: Noted
	R4-112018
	Approval
	TP to TR37.806 BS blocking characteristics
	Huawei


Ericsson: not sure that the -70dB is enough.

Huawei: this is only an example for a better understanding of the blocking problem.

Ericsson: need more time

Status: Noted
	R4-112019
	Approval
	TP to TR 37.806 BS spurious emission
	Huawei


Ericsson: What FFS mean?
Huawei|: For further study. We can not decide the requirement now.

Ericsson: FFS means it will not take time and work to define this requirement. Why not use TBD ?

Huawei: Can revise the TP to capture the comment from Ericsson

Chair: approve as it is with the understanding that the rapporteur will capture this change when implementing the TP.
Status: In principle approved (with TBD instead of FFS)
	R4-112020
	Approval
	TP to TR37.806 BS duplexer filter characteristics
	Huawei


Ericsson: has concerns about the spurious emission for co-existence for band 5 relaxation. 
Huawei: we need to address the case where a band is adjacent without any guard band.

Ericsson: agrees that we need to address this issue but we need to agree on common assumption before deriving the requirements.
NII Holding: requires some offline clarifications.
Status: Noted
	R4-112095
	Approval
	TP for TR 37.806: more on operating band signaling and support of legacy bands
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson


NTT DOCOMO:

- Network sending out two indicators. Maybe some terminals support band 5 and band 19. In this case,, which band should prioritized ?

- We have a concern on introducing this function before concluding the refsens of band 26.

Ericsson:

- in this case you will signal band 19 as your preferred frequency and band 26 as the additional band.
- it is not related to refsens and it is generic method applicable to other bands.

Sprint: 

- supports the proposal and thinks it is independent of refsens.

Ericsson: 

- initiate this work also in bands 2. 38 and 41.

Status: Noted 
	R4-111747
	Approval
	TP for E850 TR 37.806: E850 Lower Band UE Duplex Filter
	NII Holdings


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111748
	Approval
	TP for E850 TR 37.806: E850 Lower Band refsens
	NII Holdings


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111749
	Approval
	TP for E850 TR 37.806: E850 Lower Band UE Transmit Power
	NII Holdings


Status: in principle approved
7.1.2
UE  aspect
[FS_e850]

7.2
Study on Measurement of Radiated Performance for MIMO and multi-antenna reception for HSPA and LTE terminals
[FS_HSPA_LTE_measRP_MIMO_multi-antenna]
	R4-112266
	LS out
	LS on LTE TRP and TRS
	Vodafone


Status: withdrawn
7.2.1
General (common) aspect
	R4-111930
	Approval
	MIMO OTA technical report update: TR 37.976 Version 1.4.0
	Vodafone, Elektrobit


Status: in principle approved
	R4-111935
	Approval
	MIMO OTA work plan update
	Vodafone


Status: revised in 2185
	R4-112185
	Approval
	MIMO OTA work plan update
	Vodafone


Status: revised in 2218
	R4-112218
	Approval
	MIMO OTA work plan update
	Vodafone


RAN4#59 (May): MIMO-OTA to be DISCUSSED.

MIMO-OTA AH is planned in 16-17,June, hosted by Agilent. The venue to be

clarified.

R4#59AH (Bucharest): DO NOT DISCUSS MIMO-OTA

R4#60 (August in Athens) DISCUSS MIMO-OTA2011/04/12 17:30:33: Agilent: CTIA

and 3GPP will cooperate with the help by COST.

Agilent: We endorse the work plan as the new base line.

Status: endorsed
	R4-111932
	Discussion
	Further considerations on MIMO OTA candidate methodology selection
	Vodafone


R&S: The comparison table in the TR should further be

clarified.

Agilent: We believe the comparison table in the table has

yet to be finalized.

Agilent: The statement of "universally agreed that MIMO

OTA Throughput shall be used" seem to be misleading. We agree the necessity of

the 'mechanism' to select the measurement method though.

Status: Noted
	R4-111952
	Discussion
	Influence of Host Laptop Noise in MIMO OTA Measurements
	Bluetest


R&S: Noise from PCs would be a narrow band.

We saw a wide band noise when we checked using a spectrum

analyzer.

Agilent: Interaction to a particular dongle is PC and

device dependent. Using a dummy lap top as in LME work would be a possible

solution. 14 dB difference is just a snap shot result.

Vodafone: PCs are different model? -> No exact

information.

Elektrobit: Dos the dummy lap top contain any electric

circuitry? -> We used the same lap top with power on and off.

Status: noted
	R4-111741
	Discussion
	Phase Calibration Error and its effect on MIMO OTA Measurements
	Elektrobit


R&S: Phase calibration uses in general two antennas. Any

consideration on the phase coherency? -> Random phase was considered.

R&S: Phase releation is different from the random phase

nature you've mentioned.

Agilent: Each individual component from various direction

would not coherent each other.

Agilent: How do you generate the signal used in the paper?

-> to be confirmed.

Status: noted
7.2.2
Anechoic RF Chamber method
	R4-111718
	Discussion
	Results on LTE MIMO Round Robin Test
	SATIMO Industries


R&S: X-axis "dbm/15kHz"? Different speed gave almost the

same results. -> X-axis (in power), we correct them.

Motorola: Fig-12, why the red curves are crossed? -> Just

the channel model was changed.

Agilent: The cluster seems not to be linear looking at

these figures, for eg. Fig.-11. There seems to be a shift, Fig.-12, channel

model may impact different devices in a different way.

Agilent: Any conducted measurement as a reference? -> No.

There isn't.

Agilent: Fig-8, depends on the channel model, we can see

few dB shift for Huawei device but different shape for Samsung device. Subject

to the combination of the selected channel model and devices under test may

impact the results differently.

SATIMO: Position of the DUTs are different as shown in Fig

3 & 4. Antenna pattern would causes the difference.

Status: Noted
	R4-111723
	Discussion
	Further results on LTE round robin devices
	Rohde & Schwarz


Agilent: Table-12, any removed parameters from the

reference case? -> Using the conducted case as the reference would be a good

idea.

Agilent: Considering we will try to select measurement

method in the end, in case we normalize to the conducted case, any change in

the ranking?

R&S: You may subtract the conducted performance from the

antenna performance in the last table, then you can remove the impact of the

base band performance.

End to end performance would be the most interesting point

from the operators point of view.

R&S: Absolute performance is in Table V.

What is the difference between the different measurement

methods? -> We used the standardized CTIA for 3D measurement as discussed in

RAN4 in the past.

ST-Ericsson: If you normalize by the conducted level,

would that give a proper measure (in terms of the purpose of the test)?

Agilent: The aim of the study is to select the proper

method which gives the proper measure of the special performance.

Status: Noted
7.2.3
Reverberation Chamber method
7.2.4
Two stage method
	R4-111744
	Information
	HSPA antenna impact on LTE MIMO throughput by using two-stage method
	Agilent Technologies


ST-Ericsson: How do you measure the patterns? ->

Traditional method with cable connection.

ST-Ericsson: Is the statement of 'some antenna is

insensitive' correct?

R&S: Which frequencies were involved? -> Ans.: No spatial

multiplexing has been done in this HSDPA device test. In terms of the

frequencies, it will be clarified later.

Status: noted
	R4-111742
	Information
	Experimental validation on handset antenna pattern measurement accuracy
	Agilent Technologies, CATR


How many UEs did you use? -> Antenna measurement, we used

two UEs.

Renesas: Different figures we could expect from our

current RRM specifications (in terms of measurement accuracy). We need to

understand the reason causes the delta. Sensitivities for the T.P. performance

should be clarified.

Agilent: Relative linearity in Table-1 shows stable

linearity over the range. The point in this paper is to show good correlation

between static and active UE antenna pattern measurement. TP graphs show over

all impact (should be averaged over 360 deg.

R&S: Fig-6, is the mean value was derived from all the

range? Fraction of the resolution in a UE would be the point. -> To be

confirmed. (Step was 1dB though).

Fig.-10, what was the simulation assumptions (or

conditions)?

Agilent: We rotated antenna pattern in this measurement.

Very similar to the one provided by QUALCOMM in the past.

How do you calculate the capacity? -> The method is a

transparent one (and provide a consistent results).

ST-Ericsson: Fig-6 and 7, are the two results using two

devices averaged? -> Two results are quite similar each other and only one is

used here.

Status: noted
	R4-111743
	Information
	Preliminary LTE MIMO OTA test results using two-stage method
	Agilent Technologies


Status: revised in 2184
	R4-112184
	Information 
	Preliminary LTE MIMO OTA test results using two-stage method
	Agilent Technologies


Agilent: Device 1 simulated pattern was derived from a

different plane.

R&S: The scales of the pattern graphs ? -> They are in

linear scale.

Motorola: Fig-1, Does the cable in the photograph impact

the measurement of the pattern?

Agilent: For the actual measurement, we don't use a cable.

ST-Ericsson: Fig-5 and 7, we don't see correlation. ->

Fig-6 is a different plane and Fig-7 was a different device.

Does the cable in Fig-1 affect the measurement? -> We

think no impact there for the passive measurement.

The document will be revised into a new tdoc to correct an 'cut & paste' error

in Fig-6 etc.

Status: revised in 2228
	R4-112228
	Information
	Preliminary LTE MIMO OTA test results using two-stage method
	Agilent Technologies


Status: noted
7.3
Study on Signalling and procedure for interference avoidance 
for in-device coexistence
[FS_SPIA_IDC]

8
Sessions review
9
Liaison and output to other groups
	R4-111914
	LS out
	[Draft] Reply to "LS on Report Strongest Cells for SON"
	Alcatel-Lucent


Status: Not handled
	R4-112058
	LS out
	Draft LS reply on Report Strongest Cells for SON
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: revised in 2322
	R4-112322
	LS out
	Draft LS reply on Report Strongest Cells for SON
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Status: approved
10
Close of the meeting
(No later than Friday, 5 p.m.)

The meeting was closed on Friday 15th of April at 5 p.m.
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