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1 Ad hoc summary
An ad hoc on MSR-NC was held on Thursday evening. The intention was to continue the discussion and try to find consensus on some of the opern issues remaining from the main meeting. 
2 MSR-NC core
ACLR
R4-111931:
MSR-NC ACLR within sub-block gap   Vodafone, Alcatel Lucent
Approval

R4-112120:
TP for MSR-NC ACLR (TR 37.802 clause 6.6.4)
Ericsson
Approval

Discussion on 1931 and 2120 (from chairman’s notes):

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

Ad hoc discussion:

Issues for merging the two text proposals
· No ACLR inside the gap for <5 MHz gaps.

· Cumulative ACLR for 5-10 MHz gaps:
· Need to analyze in more detail how ACLR applies in different cases. CACLR can be put in brackets until the  next meeting. One possibility is to not accumulate for more than 5 MHz.
· “Regular” ACLR For gaps >=10 MHz

· For the “absolute” ACLR level, Huawei proposes to accumulate the level from two sub blocks, possibly by having -13 dBm for both Category A and B. This is an open issue, to keep in brackets until the next meeting. The absolute limit comes into play for BS power <39 dBm.
TP to be available Friday. Email discussion to start next week, Johan initiates the discussion.

3 MSR NC Conformance Test
Single-declaration versus Double-declaration

R4-111894:
Considerations for output power declarations in NC MSR   Alcatel-Lucent
Discussion

R4-112012:
TP on manufacturers declaration

Huawei

Approval

R4-112110:
Manufacturers declaration for MSR-NC
Ericsson
Discussion

Discussion on 1894, 2012, 2110 (from chairman’s notes):

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).

Ad hoc discussion:

· Vodafone: Thinks power may become different when going from MSR to MSR-NC

· Ericsson: It is not determined that power will be different for MSR-NC.

· Telecom Italia: Could be suboptimal to have to declare the same for MSR and MSR-NC.

· Huawei: From a hardware point of view the power will be different-

· Ericsson: Are statements for different power based on hard facts? More facts are needed.

· Alcatel-Lucent: The standard should allow for different implementations.

· Telecom Italia: Facts are also needed for showing that same power can be used.

· NSN: Sees no need for multiple declarations, but can do that if a majority agrees.

Way forward: No consensus agreement reached. Text proposals for multiple declarations could be developed off-line until next RAN4 involving all interested parties, also reflecting implications for testing. Email discussion to start next week, SoonLeh initiates the discussion.
Test Configurations

R4-111934:
On MSR-NC conformance testing

Vodafone
Discussion
R4-111717:
Test configuration for non-contiguous MSR operation
NSN
     Approval

R4-112109:
MSR-NC TP on test configurations
Ericsson
Approval

R4-112015:
TP on MSR_NC conformance testing (clause 8.1)

Huawei         Approval

R4-112013:
On transmitter test configuration
   Huawei
Discussion

R4-112014:
On receiver test configuration
Huawei

Discussion

Ad hoc discussion:

Way forward: Until RAN4#59, the TPs should be merged. Start with 1717, 2109, 2013 and 2014, combining similar components. Email discussion to start next week, Olav initiates the discussion.
