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4. General
	Tdoc
	Type
	'Title'
	Source
	Decision

	R4-113452
	Discussion
	Consideration on eICIC test cases
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Noted

	R4-113543
	Discussion
	Consideration on Rel.10 eICIC side conditions
	NTT DOCOMO, CMCC, KDDI, Orange, Telecom Italia
	 Noted

	R4-113611
	Discussion
	On blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Revised in 3830

	R4-113830
	Discussion
	On blank MBSFN subframes for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Return to


Discussion: 
· R4-113452:
Ericsson: We should wait until the core requirements and parameters are defined. We have all these tests in Rel.8, maybe we souldn’t have to repeat all the tests, e.g. not have DRX cases. Also, we might drop the asynchronous cases. Spliting into 2 phases could be good. Huawei: Core requirements are not finalized, but the principles are defined so we could discuss the test cases.If we don’t have all these tests we can not make sure that the UEs support all the functionalities.Splitting the test cases into mulitple phases would help. Ericsson: WI was officially closed but there are about 30 papers on the core reqs, we should finalize these and then work on the tests. Qualcomm:these opinions are not necessarily contradicting, we could have parallel discussion on some level. Reducing the number of tests would be very good. This input could be used as a starting point.
· R4-113543:
Ericsson: All the requirements are based on the RAN1 recommandations, cell range extension is not assumed. With baseline receiver it is hard to support cell range. The baseline receiver has its limitations. Without cell range extension the UE does not receive such high interference. Docomo: We agree that Rel.10 eICIC uses a baseline receiver. Resources for RRM/RLM are signaled through higher layer signaling. With ABS, UE can operate in higher interference conditions. What matters here is that UEs can use ABS where the interference is limited, so it makes sense to have this tighter requirements. Qualcomm: we share a similar view with the operators co-signing this paper. For Rel. 10 a baseline receiver is assumed, but in ABS the interference is reduced so a baseline receiver can also operate. Renesas: we understand the motivation. It is quite late for this discussion. In the synchronous case ABS does not help with PSS/SSS detection. With the agreement from the last meeting performance is improved(down to -7.5dB SINR). We should stick with the agreements from the last meeting. We could consider further tightening in Rel. 11. Ericsson: we agree that we should stick to the agreement from the last meeting and we show simulation that baseline receiver has its limitations. Qualcomm: the proposal would be to increase the detection latency and lower the detection threshold. Without tightening the requirements, the system level gains are very small. Last meeting agreement is based on some additional latency value, we can further check if extending the delay helps to reduce the threshold. Ericsson: the detection curve is steep, there are some physical limitation. Qualcomm: we should look at the performance and see if we can further lower the thresholds. There are some simulation results showing that lower SINR is feasible. Renesas: it would be ok to do more simulations, they don’t show the whole story though. Impairments are not taken into account. Rel.8 results could also be referenced. If some simulation results show that lower SINR is achievable, this does not mean that core requirements could be defined based on this. We were hoping that this issue would be concluded in this meeting. Ericsson: we were also hoping to remove the [] from the requirements. It would be good to settle all these in this meeting.Qualcomm: operator input should be taken into account as they are the beneficiaries of this work. The SINR values from the last meeting was in [] in the WF, however part of the core requirements was not in [], this should be corrected. Docomo: Renesas and Ericsson would rather conclude the core requirements. For RRM and RLM the side conditions have to be captured in the test cases. The intention is to conclude cell identification requirements and further discuss the RRM/RLM? Renesas: this is our idea, RRM/RLM could be treated separately. Qualcomm: we will try to conclude the side conditions for cell identification in this meeting. RRM/RLM discussion would happen afterwards.
· R4-113830:
Qualcomm:is proposal 3 alternative to the others? Ericsson: these are not alternative. 2 follows 1. 2 applies for neighbor cells, 3 applies to the serving cell. They are complimentary. ALU: on proposal 2, wouldn’t the eNB configure the UE to make propoer measurements?1&2 seem alternative. Ericsson: with RRC signaling, there is only high level information but no cell specific signaling. ALU: RRC signaling has PC ID so the necessary information is there. Ericsson: the MBSFN information is not linked to cell ID. Typically the UE measures on non-MBSFN subframes, if the network configures MBSFN subframes and a measurement pattern, it has to signal to the UE not to make measurements on these subframes. Otherwise a UE might measure on wrong subframes. Qualcomm: proposal 1 is a bit confusing and could be redundant. Requirements should be defined with what the UE should do, not what it is not to do. Proposals 2 and 3 are useful. Ericsson: 1 could be implicit with 2 and 3, we inserted it for completion.ALU: our understanding is that the restricted subframes are linked to the cell ID so the UE has enough information. Qualcomm: the proposal is that the UE should perform measurements if told to do so even if it might assume that the subframes are MBSFN. Renesas: if we agree this proposals, how would we capture this in the specs? LG: in this case the UE might need advanced receiver because it might need to use only the 1st symbol for RSRP measurement. Ericsson: the problem is that the UE does not know if the subframe is MBSFN or not. The measurement itself is up to the UE implementation. About capturing the behaviour, we think the right place would be RRC spec(36.331).
Agreed way forward: 

· Try to agree on cell ID side conditions, discuss RRM/RLM after
· Return to Ericsson proposal in 3830.

Open issues

· TBD
1. Cell Identification Delay
	TdocHL
	Type
	'Title'
	Source
	Decision

	R4-113447
	Discussion
	Cell identification requirements discussion
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Revised to R4-113804

	R4-113453
	CR
	Test cases for E-UTRAN FDD cell identification in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Noted

	R4-113471
	Discussion
	Updated simulation result for cell identification for eICIC
	Samsung
	 Revised to R4-113805

	R4-113478
	Discussion
	Additional cell identification delay simulation results for eICIC
	ZTE
	 Noted

	R4-113555
	Draft CR
	Updated simulation results on cell identification in EICIC
	CATT
	 Noted

	R4-113607
	CR
	Cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Noted

	R4-113610
	Discussion
	On cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Revised to 3837

	R4-113688
	Discussion
	Cell identification results for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
	 Noted

	R4-113710
	Discussion
	Revised simulation results of cell identification for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics
	 Noted

	R4-113769
	Discussion
	Cell identification requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113770
	CR
	Cell identification delay for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113776
	CR
	Cell identification test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Withdrawn

	R4-113804
	Discussion
	Cell identification requirements discussion
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted

	R4-113805
	Discussion
	Updated simulation result for cell identification for eICIC
	Samsung
	Noted

	R4-113837
	Discussion
	On cell identification requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	noted


Summary of results

· Please update simulation results in 

Inbox\drafts\eICIC\DRAFT summary of eICIC cell identification results RAN4 #59
Aspects to be discussed

· Es/Iot
· Latency
Discussion: 
· R4-113447 revised to R4-113804
Ericsson: we have a similar proposal, our proposal is to change the number of DRX cycles only for 4.8. LG: the proposal is to use x+5 DRX cycles, with this I derived different value for 52. Huawei: we have a revised version with the corrected numbers in R4-113804. Huawei: our proposal is to use this for DRX.
· R4-113471 revised to R4-113805:
Ericsson: false alarm rate is 75%? Samsung: in cell identification you report the found cell id is reported to higher layer. In this case the false alarm rate is the ratio of target cell/number of reported cells.Qualcomm: with post processing you can probably tolerate even higher false alarm rate.

· R4-113478

Ericsson: it seems that search is performed every 5ms?or is it every 40ms link in Rel.8. ZTE: 50% duty cycle, only reporting to upper layer every 40ms. Qualcomm: so a search burst is 40ms and this is reported to higher layer? Ericsson: from the paper it seems search happens every half frame in the non DRX. ZTE: will get back. Qualcomm: have you considered combining multiple bursts? ZTE: will get back. Qualcomm:this suggests that by extending the time to 1000ms a 3dB interferer can be tolerated. ZTE: yes. Huawei: what is no false detection used? ZTE:will get back. Ericsson: we should keep in mind that 3dB interfere may be tolerable, but this is when search time is 5ms. In this case search time should scale. Qualcomm: this is up to UE implementation. Combining multiple bursts can show even better performance.  Renesas: cell search algorithm should work in any condition, even high mobility. These are ideal results, with 4dB interferer results look worse tthan 3dB. 
· R4-113555:
Qualcomm: proposal is to remove[] for -4 and 1dB interferer. Is there any information on the parameters in the sims? CATT: we have to check to bring further details. False alarm rate is an implemtation issue.

· R4-113837:

Huawei: on proposal 1,we don’t think it is necessary to extend the delay to 1200ms. More discussion needed on proposal 2. Qualcomm: reporting period is 40ms, duty cycle is 50%. what is the  false alarm and other parameters? Ericsson: these are UE implementation issues, false alarm is related to the delay. Qualcomm: false alarm rate is related to pruning. Depending on the number of peaks reported to higher layer, weaker cells can be or cannot be detected. Ericsson: these are implementation issues. We used same implementation as Rel.9
· R4-113688
Ericsson: results on AWGN, you provided them in the last meeting? Renesas: yes, we didn’t simulate that further because of long search times. Qualcomm: for fading channels you see maximum latence of 1.5 s for 4dB interferer. For AWGN the results are much worse. Can you provide some other parameters like false alarm rate? Renesas: search performed every 40ms, with 4 PSS/SSS, this would mean 50% duty cycle. False alarm rates are inline with Rel.8 implementation. The false alarm rates would probably explain the difference in results between companies.

· R4-113710

Ericsson: the time is given in ms/number of cells. How would we compute the cell identification time per cell? LG: the number of cells is the number of cell detected in parallel. Renesas: do the results include the 200ms measurement period? Is this high number of false alarms doable for Rel.8 cell monitoring purposes? LG: measurement period not included. The number of cells is decreased at higher layer. Samsung: proposal 2, is this based on fading channel or AWGN? LG: except for case 3 all other meet the proposal.Qualcomm: dashes indicate that search takes longer than a threshold, it would be useful to have this if we discuss larger delays

· R4-113769
Ericsson: what is the assumption on the number of cell reported in 80ms? Qualcomm: receiver is active 20ms out of 80ms, based on these 4 bursts 3 cells are reported. This could be feasible even for lower power consumption. Renesas: looking at the 25 and 50% they scale linearly, I guess ABS wasn’t modeled. There are difference with ABS on the measurements. Qualcomm: this is just cell identification, ABS has no influence.Ericsson: there are no results for AWGN, the results are for synchronous case? Qualcomm: AWGN results are in Annex and all are for synchronous case.

Agreed way forward: 
Open Issues 

· TBD
2. RLM
	R4-113455
	CR
	Test case for RLM in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Noted

	R4-113609
	CR
	RLM measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Return to

	R4-113613
	Discussion
	On RLM measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Noted

	R4-113575
	Discussion
	RLM simulation results for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Noted

	R4-113751
	Discussion
	Discussion on RLM performance requirements for eICIC
	Motorola Mobility
	 Revised to 3850

	R4-113775
	Discussion
	RLM test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113781
	CR
	CR on RLM test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113850
	Discussion
	Discussion on RLM performance requirements for eICIC
	Motorola Mobility
	Noted


Aspects to be discussed:

· DRX evaluation period
· Interfering cell SNR
· Test cases
Discussion: 
· R4-113455

Ericsson: it’s too early to agree on any numbers, we need to discuss the test scenarios and arrangements first. Renesas: agree with Ericsson.4 test cases might be too much.Huawei:how to introducthe tests has already been agreed. We should decide which test cases are necessary. Qualcomm: we have a similar CR, we should discuss the differences in approach. LG: in test 3, the timing offset is 3ms, but in the current specs is 3us. Huwei: we can have some offline discussion.
· R4-113575
Qualcomm: it was previously decided to look at 2 cases, non-colliding CRS with non-MBSFN ABS and colliding CRS with MBSFN ABS. The colliding CRS with non-MBSFN ABS might appear in real networks and performance might degrade. It should be treated with lower priority. Ericsson: we preliminary agreed in the last meeting to take into account the colliding CRS with non-MBSFN for RLM. We would like not to preclude this scenario. Renesas: PCFICH performance is affected. With colliding CRS there is no protection to the UE so the overall system performance will be affected. Qualcomm: in this scenario performance will be affected, we can probably deprioritize it. Ericsson: this is a relevant and important case and it should be kept on the table. Renesas: PDCCH is useless if we cannot use PDSCH. Qualcomm: for some scenario PDCCH performance is comparable for both colliding and non-colliding CRS case. Ericsson: we do not agree with the Renesas comments on PDCCH and PDSCH. ALU: collision will happen in real networks. Verizon: we want to consider the collision case.
· R4-113850
Qualcomm: in Rel.8 it was agreed to use CRS for RLM. For the timing issue, UE can use either PSS/SSS or CRS. Why cannot the UE wake up for just 2ms and use CRS for timing instead of waking up for 8ms. Motorola Mobility: this is an implementation issue. Cannot comment on the Rel.8 agreement. Ericsson: the proposal makes sense, the interferer should be the same. We should assume the same level as for sync channels(cell identification) . Qualcomm: disagree. Cell acquisition and RLM are not necessarily linked. Ericsson: sync channels and CRS should see the same interference.Qualcomm: for colliding CRS case alligning the cell identification and RLM SINRs could be considered
· R4-113775
Ericsson: minimizing the number of test cases is desirable. There could be even more than 16 tests considering DRX so we have to limit the number. Qualcomm: would be good to limit the number of tests. This is somewhat orthogonal to the DRX tests, can we agree on the prioritization of 2x2? Ericsson: too early to make a formal agreement. We should consider whether we repeat the same channel conditions or not. ALU: non-prioritized cases would end up in Rel.11? Qualcomm: depending on time, we might have more tests even in Rel.10. We welcome more feedback on the proposed parameters.
Agreed way forward:
· for some scenario PDCCH performance is comparable for both colliding and non-colliding CRS case for non-MBSFN case. PDSCH and link adaptation peformance to be further evaluated next meeting?
· 2Tx? CFI=3 ?
Open issues:

· TBD

3. RSRP/RSRQ Measurements Accuracy
	R4-113445
	Discussion
	Discussion on relative accuracy requirements in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Noted

	R4-113446
	CR
	Correction for RSRP and RSRQ accuracy requirements in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Return to

	R4-113454
	CR
	Test case for RSRP/RSRQ measurement accuracy in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Noted

	R4-113608
	CR
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Revised to 3854

	R4-113612
	Discussion
	On RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Revised to 3855

	R4-113620
	Discussion
	RSRP and RSRQ Accuracy Side Conditions
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Noted

	R4-113621
	CR
	Correction to RSRP and RSRQ Accuracy Requirements 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Noted

	R4-113708
	Discussion
	Further discussion on measurement accuracy of RSRP and RSRQ for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics
	 Noted

	R4-113709
	Discussion
	Consideration on the measurement subframe cell List for  TDM eICIC RRM measurements 
	LG Electronics
	 Noted

	R4-113720
	Discussion
	Clarification on RRM measurement requirements for eICIC
	Fujitsu
	 Noted

	R4-113777
	Discussion
	Relative RSRP accuracy requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113778
	CR
	Relative RSRP accuracy requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113779
	Discussion
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement accuracy tests
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113780
	CR
	RSRP test cases for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated, NTT Docomo and ZTE
	 Noted

	R4-113854
	CR
	RSRP and RSRQ measurement requirements for eICIC 
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Return to in main session(tentatively agreed)


Aspects to be discussed:

Discussion: 

· R4-113855/54

· Proposal to remove [] and for short DRX cycle change latency to 200ms

· Huawei: need more time to check

· R4-113620

· Huawei: we agree with Ericsson.Similar discussion in 3445. There might not be enough implementation margin because compared to Rel. 8 we have 2 cells in the test. Fujitsu:we also have a related document, there is a 3dB difference between this and Rel.8 so this should be kept. With the interference added the noise is increased. Ericsson: the 3dB difference is because the SINR is -6dB. Here we have geometry of -4dB. For the colliding RS case, the collision only happen on symbol 1 and we have shown through simulations that this is not a problem. There is an impact from system point of view but the requirements can still be met. Qulcomm: if we look at average interference, in the case of MBSFN it increases by 2dB. We might need a better understanding on why the requirements can still be met like this. Are Rel.8 requirements too loose?
· R4-113445
· Qualcomm: the relative accuracy is between 2 cells. It seems that in this simulation there is only 1 cell. Huawei: we have 2 cells, the interferer and the serving cell and we compared with Rel.8. Qualcomm: how should we evaluate the side condition? The measurement accuracies of both cells is should be considered. There might some implications of having restricted cells and power difference between the cells. Ericsson: relative accuracy is defined between the cells to be measure that could be restricted so the measurements could be performed on different subframes. Qualcomm: with MBSFN you might have to use unrestricted subframes. The requirement will be driven by this because for the other case we have non-colliding CRS. Ericsson: in our simulation we skipped symbol 0 and requirements can be met. LG: for the RSRP measurement, we did not specify which symbol to use or subframes to use. How should we define the requirements? Qualcomm: I think we agreed that we would not skip symbol 0. For the subframes, the interferer configures MBSFN so it has to be measured on normal subframes. Huawei: our simulations are based on previous agreements. Relative accuracies are for measurements on restricted subframes.the problem is how much to relax the requirements, 2dB would be too much.

· R4-113709
· Ericsson: MBSFN issue is valid and should be clarified.what is the complexity increase if the neighbor cell IDs are signaled? We already have this signaling option in Rel.8. We already derived the reqs assuming that the the cell IDs are either known or unknown. LG: in Rel.8 it is unknown which cell has MBSFN configuration and what that is. Signaling is optional in Rel8 bur for eICIC it is necessary to perform accurate measurements. Huawei: Similar comments as Ericsson. We should not consider modifying RAN2 specs.Qualcomm:MBSFN issue is somehow separate. Regardless of the signaled list, you can only use a subset of subframes so this should not affect much the processing powers or memory. LG:Handover oportunity is reduced because UE can only perform measurement on certain subframes. Qualcomm:there is a moblity study in RAN2, we think there is very little impact.
· R4-113708
· Qualcomm: much discussion on the MBSFN issue, not clear how much of a problem this is. At least 1 subframe for measurements is provided in each frame. If we find any issues we might consider providing additional measurement opportunities. Ericsson: I don’t see the sampling problem if neighbor list is not signaled. We don’t see the need to mandate signaling of neighbor list. LG: only with the measurement pattern and without cell list there are less measurement opportunities so accuracy is affected.

· R4-113720

· Ericsson: we agreed not to capture the side condition in the core requirement. Fujitsu: in the last meeting there was some discussion on Iot defintion, some clarification is needed, otherwise it will look like a simple relaxation. Huawei: we don’t think it is necessary to add these clarifications in the text. We think 2dB relaxation is not reasonable. Qualcomm: there was a debate few meetings ago not to capture side conditions in the requirements. The RSRQ fluctuations are the same for Rel.8. Fujitsu: In Rel.8 there is no difference for RSRQ, but with eICIC the RSSI can vary depending on subframes. If other companies don’t want to capture the side conditions in the core requirements we are ok.
· R4-113777
· Noted

· R4-113779

· Huawei: it is proposed that the UE is connected to the stronger cell, we think it might be the other way around. Qualcomm: we think the scenario when the UE is connected to macro and instructed to measure a weaker pico for offloading. Huawei: we also need to measure the weaker serving cell. Qualcomm: Both scenarios are possible, we should pick 1 for testing.

Agreed way forward: 

· Huawei to draft CR on relative accuracy side condition 
· Relative accuracy requirement options
· 3 proposals for serving cell Es/Iot: -1dB, -2dB, -3dB
· Interfering cell SNR
· Interferer SNR [5]dB captured in the test case
· Core requirement of -4dB is assuming the [5]dB interferer
· [-4dB assumes non colliding RS for non-MBSFN and colliding RS for MBSFN]
· Test cases
· Feedback expected until next meeting?
4 Demod Rank 2 Simulations

	R4-113392
	Discussion
	Simulation results of rank-2 demodulation performance for eICIC
	Intel Corporation
	 Noted

	R4-113441
	Discussion
	Demodulation performances for eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Noted

	R4-113527
	Discussion
	Simulation result for 2-rank transmission on eICIC 
	NTT DOCOMO
	 withdrawn

	R4-113573
	Discussion
	Simulation results for TM 3 rank-2 in eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Noted 

	R4-113696
	Approval
	Simulation assumptions for the evaluation of rank-2 demodulation performance for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Noted

	R4-113697
	Discussion
	Evaluation of rank-2 demodulation performance for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	 Noted

	R4-113711
	Discussion
	Simulation results for the evaluation of rank1 and rank2 demodulation performance for TDM eICIC
	LG Electronics
	 Noted

	R4-113772
	Discussion
	Rank 2 simulation results for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	
	
	
	
	


Discussion: 
· R4-113696:
· Huawei: what is the intention? Will these be used for TM3? Some assumptions are not alligned.Renesas: these are assumptions used to decide whether we define tests. For tests definitions we might have different parameters
· Discussion on the compiled results
· Ericsson: we should see exactly how to compute these averages and understand the differences between TM3 and TM2. Qualcomm: all companies should check the numbers and if they are correctly captured.  NEC: different throughput results for single cell are a bit strange. Based on the average results we would need to test for high SNR levels to see throughput differences. Renesas: This is a good basis. Huawei: for Rel.8/9 we also did averaging after aligning the results. Here we see relatively high spread so maybe averaging will not work. Qualcomm: We should analyze the results and try to understand why there are differences. Intel’s data has some mismatch compared to others. Huawei’s results are also a bit different. Further discussions would be useful to sort out the differences.  Based on the results here there is some gain between TM2 and TM3. The interference level in the tests still needs discussion, it would also impact the SNR level to test. Can we agree on adding rank 2 to the tests? Ericsson: we need to understand the exact levels at which we have gains. We would need to define an interference level to be able to draw some conclusions. Renesas: similar view with Ericsson. We would be ok with rank 2 depending on the conditions. Huawei:  Maybe we should go through the contributions to decide. Qualcomm: we were thinking that by looking at the results we could make a decision. It would take a long time to go through the contributions.
· R4-113573
· Renesas:These results for colliding are shown only by Ericcson so it would be hard to use them as basis. It is also very hard to simulate the colliding RS and this would probably not work in practice. Qualcomm: we would like to know more about the parameters and the channel estimation used in the simulations. For 15dB interference we see worse results for TM3. We agreed to use link adaptation so in this case we should see same results. Ericsson: For TM3 the CQI accuracy has higher impact so throughput might be worse. Renesas: For colliding RS the accuracy mismatch should be bigger. Ericsson: the impact is different. Qualcomm: we agreed not to test colliding RS even for rank1. We should concentrate on non-colliding RS for the non-MBSFN case and colliding RS with MBSFN. Huawei: there is a probability that CRS collision will occur. Ericsson: we support Huawei. 
· WF Discussion

· Ericsson: we would need to discuss more papers. Renesas: we would be fine with SNR lower than 20dB and interference level of up to [10]dB. Qualcomm: results clearly show that there are some gains. We would need to discuss the exact interference level. Ericsson: we do not agree with the Renesas comments, we would need system level sims to decide on the interference and SNR levels.Renesas: we gave some bounds, we think these are meaningul levels.  Ericsson: we agree with saying that we see gains but we need more discussion on the test cases. Motorola: we understan the time limitations but maybe not all companies had the opportunity to express their opinions. NEC:we support rank 2 testing.
Agreed way forward: 
· Observation: Based on simulation results, rank2 shows gains over rank1 for some SNR range
Open Issues

· TBD

5. CSI and Demod Requirements
	R4-113556
	Discussion
	Considerations on TDD EICIC demodulation and CSI requirements
	CATT
	 Noted

	R4-113574
	Discussion
	Consideration for demodulation performance for eICIC
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Noted

	R4-113698
	Discussion
	PDCCH performance results for eICIC
	Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd
	 Noted

	R4-113727
	Discussion
	Considerations on UE demodulation and CSI verification for eICIC
	NEC
	 Noted

	R4-113771
	Discussion
	ABS configuration for demodulation requirements for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113773
	Discussion
	Demodulation performance for data and control channels for eICIC
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	R4-113774
	Discussion
	On interfering cell SNR conditions for eICIC demodulation requirements 
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Noted

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Aspects to be discussed:

· Baseline RS collision options

· PDSCH transmission modes options
· Scheduling patterns 
· PDCCH/PHICH/PCFICH
Discussion: 
· R4-113556:
· Qualcomm: No transmission on subframe#5 should be taken into account. Ericsson: this will be taken into account when we define the channel configurations for tests? Qualcomm: yes. NEC: it would be best to keep the normal way of defining tests. SF#5 should not be used. Same for SF#0. Qualcomm: from proposal 1 we would have low SNRs but this would not reflect the conditions in the network.
· R4-113574
· Renesas: We agree with this aproach to start with ABS instead of MBSFN. Qualcomm: we should not only define demod for clean pattern. On proposal 2, we should not limit the interference to 10dB since you show that performance is still good for 15dB. Ericsson:we need some test for the unclean subframes. We suggest to prioritize the ABS subframes. 15dB interference would be a cell edge scenario,10dB should be used. NEC: if we define patterns of period 8ms we would end up using SF#5 so we would prefer to use period of 10ms. We would like to test more CSI levels.
· R4-113698
· NEC: if we use CFI=3 the performance is implicitly tested.Our preference is to set it to 2. Renesas: it would be a large impairment. Ericsson: similar concern with NEC. We should define the parameters and then decide on CFI. Renesas: high aggregation level is needed so CFI=3. Qualcomm: agree with Renesas. If we want to test in high interference condition CFI=3 has better performance. Ericsson: we should agree on some parameters to align the results. Huawei: if CFI=2 has a significant impact why shouldn’t it be tested?
· R4-113727
· NEC: CSI should be prioritized.Qualcomm: CSI tests have throughput metrics so it is hard to define CSI tests without demod tests. Removing TM1 could be a good prosal to reduce the number of tests.

·   R4-113771/73/74
· Ericsson: we don’t understand scenario 3, it is a corner case. Qualcomm: the UE does not know the interference, however the eNB does know the ABS pattern so it can consider this when it schedules. The test is to verify that the UE averages correctly over the right subframes. NEC: even if pico knows the pattern, it does not necessarily mean that ABS are clean. Interference can come from other sources. Qualcomm: same for CSI1. NEC: we can control this in tests but not in real life. Ericsson: Qualcomm: in scenario 3 UE does not know anything. Ericsson: interference setting is different than Ericsson’s. why is 25dB not justified? Why don’t we follow the system sims assumption. Qualcomm: the Noc value comes from system sims with using 57sectors that transmit full buffer. This would be extremely conservative for eICIC. 
· R4-113441

· Renesas: it seems you didn’t model EVM in TM3, the throught seems high. Regarding using SIR and fixed SNR, they should be equivalent. Huawei: we modeled EVM. By using SIR we can have a clear idea of the throughput. Qualcomm: it is mentioned that it is sufficient to test CSI1 and CSI2. This is not necessarily true as we showed in our paper. Huawei: RAN1 agreement is that non-periodic CSI is not triggered on the complementary set so the eNB does not have reliable feedback, hence it cannot schedule the UE.

Agreed way forward: 
· Remove TM1 from demod tests( keep TM2 and maybe TM3)
Open Issues

· TBD

6. HeNB Tx Power Control
	R4-113323
	Discussion
	eICIC Autonomous Power setting parameters optimization and discussion
	Picochip
	 Noted

	R4-113572
	Discussion
	HeNB Autonomous Power Setting for the Macro-eNB Scenario
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 Withdrawn

	R4-113692
	Approval
	Finalizing requirements for Home BS Output Power for co-channel E-UTRA protection 
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia
	 Noted


Discussion: 
· R4-113323:
Proposals: Y=30dB, Alpha=10dBm, Beta = -103dBm, Y = 45-70dB,  Pmax = 20dBm,  Pmin=-10dBm
LG: is there a typo on the X range? Picochip: Pmax limits the performance, the maximum range should be set between 40 to 70. Pmin can be set lower.
· R4-113692:

Picochip: In fig. 7, optimal region is 40 to 70? NSN: agree. We propose to have the lower end in 30-40 range.Values can be discussed further. Ericsson:We share Picochip’s concern and we also need further time to study the 0dBm value. Qualcomm: for aditional channel protection, we have an 8 dBm value. What happens with co-channel values? Is there an alignment needed? Picochip: this could be left to ODM. NSN: 0dBm is based on the power control range. Ericsson: we don’t have protection for co-channel. Minimum value close to 0dBm could be used.
Agreed way forward: 
· Further discussion until next meeting
Open Issues
7. Other

	Tdoc
	Type
	'Title'
	Source
	Decision

	R4-113456
	Discussion
	Discussion on UE Rx-Tx measurement requirement in eICIC
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 

	R4-113614
	Discussion
	Remaining issues on RRM requirements
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	 

	
	
	
	
	


