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1
Opening of the meeting (Tuesday, 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-B26ah-0001
Proposed meeting agenda





Source: WG Chairman

Abstract: 

Meeting agenda

Discussion: The AH meeting was chaired by Man Hun NG (Alcatel-Lucent).
Decision: Approved
3
 Letters / reports from other groups / meetings

No contributions.
4
Extending 850 MHz Upper Band (814 – 849 MHz)

R4-B26ah-0022
Co-existence studies involving PSNB systems





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This paper provides a brief comment on PSNB user distributions that are used in real world mission critical systems. It also discusses PSNB system design criteria based on Industry Standard TIA

Discussion: Table 3-1 from R4-B26ah-0027 added to the revised version. This contribution was presented for discussion. Contribution shows that uniform distribution of users is not an accurate assumption when performing coexistence studies involving PSNB systems.  
Qualcomm: All conclusions so far are based on the uniform distribution assumption. The special cases need special treatment. Our approach would be using still uniform distribution of user + some margin in assition. CEPT had hard discussion related to Band 7 and 38 FDD/TDD co-existence uniform distribution was used. As aditional assumptions all users don’t belong to same operator. CEPT distributed users between operator’s bands. As a conclusion, in order to protect FDD or TDD or vice versa, -50 dBm protection levels are not necessary. This paper shows the absolute worst case and won’t happen in reality.

Motorola Solutions: There is a difference between CEPT and 3GPP discussions. CEPT use Monte Carlo approach as a basis.  3GPP use deterministic approach.

Ericsson: If PS phones are used at the emergency site then also LTE phones will be used. We should be careful.
Intel: LTE users could be close to PS users but we should take into account the propability for using devices simultaneously. There is low propability that LTE user will use the same/adjacent band than PS.

Qualcomm: How many users we have transmitting in this band? Many people are not using same band or operator.
Motorola Solutions: We talk about adjacent bands. Lack of network connection is always a problem in emergency situation.

Qualcomm: This proposes SINR of 17±5dB. With this value the system itself w.o. LTE can only tolerate 1 dB desense. We should look at the worst case scenario and the minimum interference level. Overall user experience is what matters and Monte Carlo serves that purpose.

Motorola Solutions: This paper is for information from PS point of view. PS systems are designed differently. UE is not always transmitting at the max power.

NII Holdings: Is there anything done for PS persons interfereing themselves (cell phone in the pocket interfereing PS phone in belt).

Intel: All these scenarios shows significant distance betwnee PS and other guys. 1 m is not realist distance.
Motorola Solutions: There is no self interference in PS system. LTE may block PS system.

Sprint: There is no single scenario applicable for everything. OOE is not an only tool we have.
Decision: Revised in R4-B26ah-0043

R4-B26ah-0043
Co-existence studies involving PSNB systems





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This paper provides a brief comment on PSNB user distributions that are used in real world mission critical systems. It also discusses PSNB system design criteria based on Industry Standard TIA

Discussion: See R4-B26ah-0022.
Decision: Noted.
4.1
Co-existence simulation results from Band 26 into
4.1.1
 Public Safety systems operating in the 851-859 MHz band
R4-B26ah-0009
Results of Monte Carlo simulations for Band 26 coexistence studies





Source: Qualcomm Inc

Abstract: 

We present in this contribution the result of Monte Carlo simulations conducted to take into account the user density and distribution. The major assumptions and parameters as well as the simulation methodology for LTE are taken from TR 36.942. 

Discussion:

Chairman: Do you propose -47 dBm or -50 dBm?
Qualcomm: PC set 1 requires -47 dBm. -50 dBm is a compromise.

Motorola Solutions: All 3GPP 36.101 requirements are based on worst case deterministics studies. Monte Carlo is never used except some rare co-existence cases. 

Motorola Mobility: Nearby LTE may affect the SNR threshold.

Qualcomm: Monte Carlo simulations should be used, not the fixed distance analysis. There is a merit in both approaches. LTE requirementds should be defined considering the majority but not extreme cases.

Motorola Solutions: We are proposing pure deterministic approach. We have already considered propablitiy of close proximity. TIA defines the specifications for SNR.

Qualcomm: 1-2 % of users are at the cell edge, 1-2% of those may be interfered.
Decision: Noted

R4-B26ah-0039
Band 26 UE OOBE on Public Safety





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution adopts the statistical approach, e.g. Monte-Carlo simulation, to study the impact of Band 26 UE OOBE on the Public Safety service. Based on the technical analysis, we would recommend to the group to adopt the Band 26 LTE UE OOBE requirement of -50dBm/6.25kHz.

Discussion: 
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0040
Revision of R4-116112 on Band 26 Protection of Public Safety in 851-854 MHz





Source: Motorola Mobility

Abstract: 

In R4-116112, the radius of the Public Safety cell was given as 7.5 km, when in fact the value used in the analysis was 7.5 miles.  Also, the labels for the two curves in Figure 1 were reversed.  Both errors have been corrected in this revision. The results in these figures seem to indicate that if the objective is to limit the likelihood of harmful interference of the LTE UE into the Public Safety MS to less than 1% when these devices are within 10 meters or less of each other, then it would be necessary to have an emissions limit of -50 dBm / 6.25 kHz or better for 851 to 854 MHz.  
Discussion: 
Chairman: 7.5 km changed to 7.5 miles.

Qualcomm: We simulated both. Is PC set corrected also to be in line with 36.942 formula to calculate the interference? Did you used any desense?

Motorola Mobility: PC set was corrected. Desense not used.

Qualcomm: Motorola Mobility has added 6 dB desensse causing -57 dBm.

Motorola Solution: We assumed 1 dB desense in this meeting paper. In this paper is 10 m really a realistic assumption?
Decision: Noted
4.1.2
 Public Safety systems operating in the 806-813.5 MHz band

No contributions.
4.1.3
 Public Safety systems operating in the 806-816 MHz band 

No contributions.
4.2
A-MPR and NS requirements needed to meet OOBE targets in WF documents (R4-116247, R4-116329)
R4-B26ah-0012
Band 26 Deployment Opportunities in Asia Pacific





Source: KT

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion.  Currently most of the Band 26 operators in Asia Pacific is using 2G CDMA and below. When these operators deploy LTE in this frequency, Band 26 is likely to be adopted since current consideration on coexistence issue covers most of the scenarios likely to occur.

Discussion:

Chairman: Is this only for Asia?
KT: Yes

Motorola Solutions: Is 6 MHz actually used in Asia? More details in document R4-B26ah-0023 (e.g. figure 2-1). 5 MHz may be used and 7 MHz offset may be needed at the top end.
NTT DOCOMO: On upper side what is the reason for 7 MHz offset.
Motorola Solutions: This should be discussed with regulators in Korea. In the future other countries may deploy 5 MHz.

Qualcomm: How do we handle other offsets? 7 MHz could e.g. be covered by 6 MHz.

Nokia: Between 2 and 6 we should use 2 MHz A-MPR. From 6 onwards we should use 6 MHz A-MPR.

Ericsson: We could use EARFCN offset like proposed in our paper but Nokia proposal is also OK.

KT was also OK to consider also 7 MHz offset at the top end. It depends on the emission level to be used. 7 MHz can be in brackets.

Ericsson: All offsets in the upper end should be connected to the single NS-value. Not all offsets to be tested. Conformance spec to be tested in discrete offsets values.
Qualcomm: We agree with Ericsson. Multiple NS values will increase the testing effort significantly.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0015
The offset discussion





Source: Verizon

Abstract: 

This is a discussion paper. Propose 2 and 6 MHz offset for the upper part and 8 MHz for a lower part.
Discussion:
Chairman: This was late contribution due to connection problems, sent to reflector on Tuesday.
Motorola Solutions: These offsets are included in our proposal. 15 MHz BW can be included too.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0017
A-MPR tables for Band 26





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution is for discussion. Rel-11, e850_UB Band 26 has many challenges in co-existence with other bands and systems as it is global band and is located in the 850 MHz frequency range which is very popularly used for mobile system world wide. This 3GPP RAN4 meeting is arranged to solve these co-existence issues. This contribution is Nokia proposal how the A-MPR tables should be defined to protect APAC700 band 27 and narrow band systems below and above band 26 from the Band 26 UE emissions. A-MPR tables are drafted from the data that was submitted to this meeting. 7 NS-values are needed.
Discussion:

Motorola Solutions: Actually we need 8 NS values while 8 MHz offset is included. We should make clear what offsets are excluded.
Fujitsu: APAC duplex attenuataion is 30 dB but the title of Figure 2 says 28 dB. Whis is the right value.

Nokia: The value is 30 dB based on NTT DOCOMO studies but the picture is made by using 28 dB. The impact should be checked.

KDDI: Table 1 Korea deployment. Do we have to protect iDEN system in 817 MHz.

KT: That’s the intereference between KT’s iDEN and LTE and can be solved out by them. The NS value can be ignored.

Qualcomm: Duplexer assumption 30 dB is probably a risky assumption. 
Ericsson: It would be beneficial to specify clearly what is meant by duplexer filter loss for comparing purposes.

Qualcomm: At 851 MHz for 5 MHz 10 dB is proposed for some areas and less for some other. Is the intention to specify only 10 dB? 
Nokia: Intention is to guide how to specify the A-MPR, not to specify a single number.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0018
Band 26 UE emission limits to protect adjacent services





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

An -53 dBm/6.25kHz emission limit is proposed for protection of narrowband services above 851 MHz and -30 dBm/MHz for protecttion of the lower E850.

Discussion:
Nokia: Figure 4.1 is a protection of 851 MHz. It seems the figure is showing the protection for the lower side instead.

Ericsson: That is correct but the behaviour is symmetric and can be used in both sides.
Qualcomm: We agree -57 dBm is too strict but we are causious about -53 dBm compromise.
Decision: Noted

R4-B26ah-0023
B26 co-existence overview





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This document provides an overview of the B26 co-existence scenarios and the related A-MPR options 

Discussion:
Motorola Solutions: This paper shows 7 NS values are needed.
NTT DOCOMO: We can handle this in 3GPP but each regulators have own testing methods. How all offsets can be tested? Each UE performance can not be guaranteed.
Motorola Solutions: Terminals has to fulfil these requirements. If some regulators are not interested in certain NS-values we don’t see a big problem. 
Chairman: Ericsson and Qualcomm prefer to have single NS-value.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0037
Band 26 UL performance with A-MPR





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution studies the effect of A-MPR on Band 26 UL performance. As the A-MPR value increases Band 26 UL performance degrades dramatically. Using a large A-MPR value to meet unnecessary stringent spurious emission requirements, such as the requirement of -50dBm/MHz or -57dBm/6.25kHz, is not a wise choice. We would recommend specifying a realistic spurious emission requirement to reduce the burden on A-MPR and maintain a reasonable uplink performance. Otherwise, a large A-MPR will degrade the system performance significantly.

Discussion:

Motorola Solutions: You can’t compare the A-MPR and the throughput loss directly. You need to assume how the scheduler works e.g. overprovisioning. This model is too simple.
Intel: This is for 10 MHz Channel BW. 3, 6 and 12 user / sector simulated and results averaged.

Qualcomm: More fundamental than throughput loss would be the coverage loss. Overprovisioning should be taken into account considering peak rate limitation.
Nokia: Our tables are not to reduce the coverage. Intention is that those channel BWs are not used. Overprovisioning is used to keep the cell radius.

Verizon Wireless: The condition is not clear. What RBs are affected? What is the distribution of RBs?
Qualcomm: PUCCH overprovisioning is targeted for PUCCH coverage, not for data throughput. 

Motorola Solutions: We should not go for detailed operator scenarios as it depends on the scheduler. Coverage is not a function of the number of RBs.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0049
A-MPR tables for Band 26





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution shows tentative A-MPR tables for Band 26.
Discussion:

Sprint: A-MPR needed for 3 MHz channel BW with 3 MHz offset.
Decision: Noted
4.2.1
 Co-existence with APAC 700 (LTE_APAC700)
R4-B26ah-0002
A-MPR study for APAC700 protection





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

An A-MPR study to cover APAC700 protection from Band 26 UL emissions. -50dBm/MHz emission limit is assumed, and it is investigated how duplex filter and modulator performance (LO and image suppression) affect the required A-MPR. Only 15MHz carrier at the B26 lower edge is problematic with the study assumptions, narrower carriers may be freely placed even with the most relaxed filter and modulator performance.

Discussion:
Chairman: What does 4dB post PA loss mean? 

Nokia: With 30 dB we mean is TX to antenna port attenuation. 4 dB losses are included in the pass band. 26 dB delta mean 30 dB attenuation as a sum. 30 dB includes post PA 4dB loss.
Apple: We should be causious for the future work and multiple bands. Passband loss would be varied between bands.

Fujitsu: Do you assume overprovisioning?

Nokia: Table leads to a solution of overprovisioning even not mentioned.
Decision: Noted

R4-B26ah-0007
Co-existence between Band 26/XXVI and APAC700





Source: NTT DOCOMO, Nokia

Abstract: 

The targets are the followings.  - Sharing the attainable spurious emission levels of LTE Band 26 and UMTS XXVI terminals to protect APAC700.  - Achiving a consensus on how to handle the above results to progress the discussion.  

Discussion:

NTT DOCOMO: Proposal 3 depends on the agreement of LO/IQ level.

Qualcomm: We are OK to have 28 dB for LO/IQ as a purpose of simulations. We do have concern on the 30 dB TX-Ant duplexer attenuation.
Apple: There is a discripancy between filter vendor assumptions for the loss compared to 3GPP. These shows better performance compared to worst case.

NTT DOCOMO: Difficulty for the duplexer is not a frequency band but the large passband. Does Apple propose typical value?
Apple: The average value over the whole channel.

Qualcomm: For the typical filter loss value you need to incorporate also temperature and process variation.

NTT DOCOMO: 4 RBs + noise slope from PA could work. We should consider the worst value.

Nokia: Info is gathered from 3 filter vendors including temperature and process variation.

Qualcomm: For the UTRA part 11 MHz offset falls to ACLR2 region. Not sure if backoff is needed.
NTT DOCOMO: UTRA specifies the spectrum emission mask.

Decision: Revised in R4-B26ah-0044
R4-B26ah-0011
B26 Co-existence with APAC700





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

We examine the Upper 850 band (Band 26) emissions into the APAC700 downlink band. A set of 15MHz waveforms is simulated at the low end of B26 and the A-MPR is calculated. Contribution considers duplexer rejection values between 25 and 30 dB. The range of A-MPR is in the range of 0-3 dB depending on the duplexer, the lowest occupied RB and the width of the waveform.
Discussion:

Chairman: Is 4 dB PA pass band loss included in figures.
Qualcomm: Yes, it is.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0013
B26/APAC700 OOB Emission Limits for No A-MPR





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

In this submission we simulate the relationship between B26 duplexer rejection into the APAC700 DL band and the OOB emission level. In particular we assume various duplexer rejections and calculate the OOB emissions limit for which no A-MPR is needed. These results show that for duplexer rejections in the 25 to 30 dB range the OOB emissions level for no A-MPR is in the -39 to -44 dBm/MHz range.
Discussion:

Chairman: Is it -44 or -46 dBm. There are 2 dB differences in findings on the table and the text.

NTT DOCOMO: Is table Figure 1 at the antenna connector? Does the value e.g. -44 dBm actually -40 dBm at the antenna connector?

Qualcomm: Yes.

NTT DOCOMO: With 30 dB filter loss there is -14 dBm/MHz without filter rejection at the antenna. This outcome is conservatiove as only 1 dB margin for the spectrum mask.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0014
Band 26 Duplexer Performance and Spurious emission Requirements (coexistence with protected APAC700)





Source: KDDI Corporation

Abstract: 

This document discusses co-existence scenario with APAC700 band.  Duplexer performance of Band 26 is presented in this contribution.  Based on it, relaxation of spurious emission requirement is suggested.

Discussion:

NTT DOCOMO: Page 4. We can reduce the IL in the lower side but it will increase in the other side. Difficulty with this duplexer is the BW. Band 5 IL should be kept. If Band 26 duplexer will be globally available it should accommodate also Band 5 requirements. 

Nokia: Slide 5. How to read this? What is the difference with 3 values for 4dB (1RB)?
Chairman: Is the reason for 3 columns for 4dB (1RB) and 4 columns for 0dB (72 >=RB) because of the frequency shift?

Nokia: We are discussing Band 26, not Band 18 requirements. We should not use Band 18 refsens to decide Band 26 filter rejection requirement.
Qualcomm: We don’t understand columns either in slide 5. To be discussed offline.

KDDI: The same A-MPR can be achieved with several many attenuation values. This contribution has different assumption (35 dB attenuation) compared to other proposals (25-30 dB attenualtion).
NTT DOCOMO: We believe picture and simulation results in slide 8 shows advanced filters for Band 18 and should not be adapted for Band 26 study.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0035
Band 26 UE spurious emission on APAC700





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution adopts the statistical approach, e.g. Monte-Carlo simulation, to study the impact of Band 26 UE spurious emission on APAC700 DL performance when they are in the same hotspot in various environments. Based on the simulation results of all scenarios, we would recommend specifying -30dBm/MHz or at most -40dBm/MHz as the Band 26 UE spurious emission requirement.

Discussion:

Intel: This is based on worst case scenario.

Qualcomm: This is different than uniformly distributed base stations.
Apple: What is the band 26 diplexer loss assumed in simulations?

Intel: This is not device level simulation. Not used in simulations.

Motorola Solutions: 5% TP loss used in previous RAN4 studies. This uses 1 %. 1 user / 5 m2 is quite low density.

Intel: We used 1 % TP loss because this is spurious emissions study. User densities are very high for the hot spot from our view.
KDDI: -35 dBm/Mhz is already used in Band 21.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0041
Co-existence between Band 26/XXVI and APAC700





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: 

This document is for approval. Because of spectral location the LO feed-through products are inconsequential (even for a 20 MHz case). For the PA tested here there appear to be combinations of LO and Image that does not cause a problem though they may be border line and some margin would be desirable. The area of the table shaded in green shows combinations that would meet the protection level required albeit with no margin in some cases. 
Discussion:

Fujitsu: PA assumed here seems to better than seen in other companies results

Chairman: Is 4 dB PA pass band loss included?

Fujitsu: Yes, it is. 

NTT DOCOMO: There is a 7 dB difference between Qualcomm and Fujitsu results.

Qualcomm: Other parameters like efficiency and linerarity can be different. 

Fujitsu: We have used the same methodology as we have done for many years. Numbers are for the prototype, not for the real product.
Chairman: The important thing for us is the actual value we want to see in spec, not how PA etc are modelled in simulations.

Nokia: Could we just live with single -43 dBm value without A-MPR and NS-values?

Qualcomm: We want more time to evaluate.

Decision: Noted
Way forward for 4.2.1
Use document R4-B26ah-0007 as a baseline for APAC700. Proposal 3; Can we agree [-43 dBm] without A-MPR and NS-values for 799-803 MHz? Other APAC operators not participating the AH can review the number for the next RAN4#62. 

Others agree except KDDI. Duplexer attenuation should be agreed for -43 dBm. 

Chairman: It is up to implementation and very difficult for RAN4 to agree.

Remove NS values and A-MPR table for -50 dBm for 799-803 MHz agreed. NTT DOCOMO was OK if Proposal 3 is agreed first.
NTT DOCOMO will prepare a contribution capturing these agreements before the AH end. R4-B26ah-0007 revised in R4-B26ah-0044.

0007 propose -50 dBm/1MHz for the UTRA Band XXVI.

Qualcomm wanted to verify the number and use same for UTRA and LTE. Telecom Italia wanted to clarify that [-43 dBm/MHz] is proposed only for 799-803 MHz, for both E-UTRA band 26 and UTRA band XXVI, while [-50 dBm/1MHz] would apply for 703-799 MHz.

NTT DOCOMO and Nokia to draft  R4-B26ah-0044 capturing agreements
R4-B26ah-0044
Co-existence between Band 26/XXVI and APAC700





Source: NTT DOCOMO, Nokia, Ericsson, Fujitsu, KDDI, KT, Renesas, SouthernLINC, Sprint, ST-Ericsson
Abstract: Way forward for E-UTRA and UTRA spurious emissions requirements
Discussion:

Decision: Approved
4.2.2
 Co-existence with Narrow Band Systems in the 806-824 MHz range
R4-B26ah-0003
A-MPR study for Narrowband Systems protection below B26





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

An A-MPR study to cover Narrowband Systems protection at the 806-824MHz region from Band 26 UL emissions. -42dBm/6.25kHz emission limit is assumed with results also for -35dBm/6.25kHz. A-MPR requirements are simulated against various modulator image and LO suppression combinations and offsets.

Discussion:

Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0021
Co-existence with Narrow Band Systems in the 806-824 MHz range and with APAC700





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

A-MPR profiles for protection of services below 824 MHz is discussed, and simulation results for APAC700 protection provided.

Discussion:

SouthernLINC: Both 750 kHz and 1 MHz offsets is needed for both 1.4 and 3 MHz channels in US.

Motorola Solutions: We splitted our contributions for different offsets.

KT: 2 MHz offset is not needed in Korea as KT operates both iDEN and LTE.

Nokia: Does some other region needs 2 MHz offset?

Verizon Wireless: 2 MHz is not needed in US.
Decision: Revised in R4-B26ah-0045
R4-B26ah-0024
B26 FUL_Low (806-824/5MHz)





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This document looks at the general issues related for B26 FUL_Low (806-824/5MHz). The required A-MPR is a function of; ACLR, Frequency offset, channel bandwidth, protection level, LO and image performance. Assuming 8 MHz offset -35dBm/6.25KHz does not require any A-MPR requirements. -42dBm/6.25KHz emission level would require A-MPR solution for both 3rd IMD.
Discussion:

NII Holdings: Is this only for the US?
Motorola Solutions: This could be the scenario in any country.
Qualcomm: Have you done similar system analysis for the DL?

Motorola Solutions: Yes, we have shown those in the past RAN4 meetings. We should consider if we need to mention DL to DL protection also in the BS specs (FCC have -108 dBm protection level).
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0045
Way forward on co-existence with Narrow Band Systems in the 806-824 MHz range




Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Intel, KDDI, KT, Motorola-Mobility, Nokia, NSN, Qualcomm, Renesas, SouthernLINC, Sprint, Verizon
Abstract: Way forward based on provisional agreements in the AH.
Discussion: 
Draft version was discussed. Annex to be removed for the final version. Source company list modified.
Sprint: The source could be RAN4 AH instead

Chairman: Chairmen will provide and source the way forward contribution for the next RAN4.
Decision: Approved
4.2.3
Co-existence with narrow band systems operating between 806-813.5 MHz
R4-B26ah-0025
B26 FUL_Low (806-813.5MHz)





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This document looks at the general issues related for B26 FUL_Low (806-813.5MHz). The required A-MPR is a function of; ACLR, Frequency offset, channel bandwidth, protection level, LO and image performance.

Assuming a 0.75MHz offset. 35dBm/6.25KHz would require some A-MPR and possibly some over- provisioning due to the small 0.75MHz offset. A Larger offsets may not need this over- provisioning or A-MPR for larger RB allocations -42 dBm/6.25KHz has would require significant A-MPR back off for large RB allocation and an  over- provisioning solution for the single PUCCH RB case.
Discussion:

Fujitsu: Figure 4-2. We are trying to understand overprovisioning point. 

Nokia: Overprovisioning is needed only if you have a problem with single RB. This figure is missing the LO/IQ impacts. 
Decision: Noted
4.2.4
Co-existence with narrow band systems operating between 806-816 MHz
R4-B26ah-0026
B26 FUL_Low (806-816MHz)





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

TThis document looks at the general issues related to the A-MPR requirements for B26 FUL Low (806-816). The required A-MPR is a function of; ACLR, frequency offset, channel bandwidth, protection level and LO and image performance. Assuming a 2MHz offset. -35dBm/6.25KHz does not require any A-MPR. -42dBm/6.25KHz emission level would require A-MPR solution for 3rd IMD and ACLR.

Discussion: 
Sprint: -42dBm/6.25kHz at 3 MHz offset is the most interesting scenario for us.

Motorola Solutions: This is correct, 3 MHz offset is needed in US but this is a global band. 2 MHz may be needed.

Chairman proposed the same handling as for APAC700. AH could agree tentative values in brackets for final approval in next RAN4 to give opportunity for other interested parties to review before agreement.
Decision: Noted
Way forward:
1) No -35 dBm/6.25kHz in the TS => No objection

2) Qualcomm: We want to capture the statement in the report saying -42dBm/6.25kHz is found feasible from system outage perspective (UL to UL).

3) -42 dBm/6.25kHz with 0.75MHz offset, agreed in last RAN4 already for 1.4, 3 and 5 MHz BWs. Verizon wanted the protected range instead of offset => Protected range is 806-813.5 MHz

4) -42 dBm/6.25kHz with 3MHz offset for 3 and 5 MHz BWs.  => Protected range is 806-816 MHz. Motorola Solutions wanted to clarify where the 3 MHz is located. Sprint: 3 MHz start at 819 MHz. Ericsson: The arrangement could be different elsewhere as this is a global band. Nokia: The frequency range is only for information in spec. 
5) -42 dBm/6.25kHz with 8MHz offset for 5, 10 and 15 MHz BWs.  => Protected range is 806-816 MHz.

R4-B26ah-0021 revised in R4-B26ah-0045 (Ericsson), with different title as it is Way Forward.
4.2.5
Co-existence with 850 MHz Lower Band (LTE_e850_LB)
R4-B26ah-0004
A-MPR study for Lower E850 protection





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

An A-MPR study to cover Lower E850 protection from Band 26 UL emissions. Results are provided for -40dBm/MHz and -35dBm/MHz emission limits with varying modulator image and LO suppression characteristics, and for 2-4 MHz offsets.

Discussion:

Qualcomm: What is the higher limit of A-MPR?

Nokia: We have limited A-MPR results to 10 dB but we have studied up to 12 dB.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0016
Further A-MPR results for lower E850 protection at 6MHz offset





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution presents A-MPR simulation results for lower E850 protection with 6MHz offset, which was missing from R4-B26ah-0004.

Discussion:

Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0036
Band 26 UE spurious emission on 850 MHz lower band (Band 27)





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

This contribution adopts the statistical approach, e.g. Monte-Carlo simulation, to study the impact of Band 26 UE spurious emission on Band 27 DL performance when they are in the same hotspot in various environments. Based on the simulation results of all scenarios, we would recommend specifying -30dBm/MHz or at most -40dBm/MHz as the Band 26 UE spurious emission requirement.

Discussion:

Decision: Noted
Way forward:
1) [-30 dBm/MHz] emission limit for protection of LTE-e850_LB DL for 806-824 MHz protection Ericsson prefers in the order of -30 dBm, depending on protection at 851 MHz. We could re-use and save NS-value. NII Holdings can accept if this is acceptable for LTE-e850_LB UE emission limit for APAC700. Chairman: This is out of the scope of this AH. Sprint proposed to assume similar requirements for other bands with similar gaps. RAN4 chairman supported that approach but it’s in the end up to studies in other work items. Qualcomm: Emission level is to protect the system, not to save BS-values. Ericsson: If specific NS value is needed it is of course to be specified. Telecom Italia stated that has difficulties with the argument to accept a level for a band only if it is also acceptable for another band, since the discussion should focus on the technical domain for each band; it could happen to have the same level for two bands, in particular in case of similar gaps, but it should not be a prerequisite. Chairman: These are provisional agreements to be approved formally in next RAN4 meeting. Companies with concerns should justify it by the contributions.
2) [851] – 859 MHz protection range (859-894 MHz is Band 26 DL => -50 dBm/MHz emission limit applies). NII Holdings wanted to keep the current band edge 851 MHz for the protection. If the band edge is changed there is a tradeoff as there could be some other services in 851 anyway. Qualcomm: We should not link different limits to the same NS-value. Telecom Italia  would like to have the lower limit between square brackets since it is still under discussion. NII Holding wanted that to be documented if desided. Chairman: This is for narrowband systems. Sprint doesn’t see benefits by moving the edge. They wanted to keep 851 MHz. Verizon asked the border requirements. Chairman: That is part of the licence donditions and not part of the 3GPP specifications. 
3) with [2] MHz offset. Ericsson was OK with the value inbrackets but this is pending decision on BS to BS co-existence between Band 5/26 and LTE-e850_LB
4) for 1.4, 3, 5, 10, [15] MHz MHz channel BWs of Band 26. Ericsson wanted to keep 15 MHz as this is a global band. Qualcomm: This increase testing burden, we need to support it even if operator will deploy it or not. We could possibly keep also 15 MHz if it’s connected with different, [6] MHz offset. NII Holdings: Telefonica has 15 MHz and maybe would not like to rule it out. Motorola Solutions: In addition to emission problem the wide BW would cause also blocking problem. Telecom Italia: We would like to keep 15 MHz in order to further check internally due to possible Southern America spectrum. Chairman: If operator will find not feasible to deploy 15 MHz we can remove it in next RAN4. Qualcomm and Motorola Solutions have concern on the feasibility to deploy 15 MHz channel BW with 2 MHz offset.

Ericsson to draft  R4-B26ah-0046 capturing agreements
R4-B26ah-0046
Way forward on co-existence with 850 MHz Lower Band (LTE_e850_LB)





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Fujitsu, Intel, KDDI, KT, Motorola-Mobility, Nokia, NSN, Qualcomm, Renesas, SouthernLINC, Sprint
Abstract: Way forward based on provisional agreements in the AH.
Discussion: Draft version was discussed. Source company list modified. 
Renesas concern was missing from bullet 4. 

Fujitsu wanted to minute the justification for the number. They proposed wording to be added to chairman report. Later it was clarified no need for that.
Decision: Approved
R4-B26ah-0048
Further A-MPR results for lower E850 protection at 6 MHz offset





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: An A-MPR study to cover lower E850 protection at 6 MHz offset.
Discussion:

Ericsson: Neede A-MPR will be changed if measurement B/W is changed; would like to study what level of protection could be achieved with the same A-MPR profiles for both NB and WB measurement B/W
NII Holdings: -50 dBm/MHz is not realistic from simulation results, and -30 dBm/MHz was proposed based on simulation results from some companies that we would like to further study for the next meeting.
Decision: Noted
4.2.6
Co-existence with Narrow Band Systems in the 851-859 MHz range
R4-B26ah-0005
A-MPR study for Narrowband Systems protection above 851MHz





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

An A-MPR study to cover Narrowband Systems protection at the 851-859MHz region from Band 26 UL emissions. A-MPR results are provided for -57 to -50dBm/6.25kHz emission limits, 2 and 6MHz offsets, and various modulator image and LO suppression values.

Discussion:

Fujitsu: Page 26, counter IM3 A-MPR looks too high for 60 dBc CIM3. There may be rounding errors. We disagree the way this is simulated.

Nokia: Our simulator may give slightly too high values, we can discuss this offline. We used CW signal to scale the counter IM3 components. We have new code and we can provide updated results with more realistic model.

Qualcomm: We could calibrate results putting assumtions to the spread sheet. 

Fujitsu: Good suggestion. Generally the PA should not affect to these numbers. PA effect in CIM3 regrowth can be avoided by proper design.

Motorola Solutions: There is lot of data in Nokia assumptions. We should go step by step, agree first emission limits, then regions for overprovisioning and finally the A-MPR.

Qualcomm: Overprovisioning is the outcome of A-MPR.

Nokia: CIM3 playes also a role and it’s not that straight forward. Spread sheet may be difficult to use as there are lot of data included.

Sprint: We should have some numbers in brackets to finalize the work by March. No time to go for heavy calibration phase.

Nokia: Provisionals tables are already proposed in this meeting. Qualcomm would like to make sure that results are correct.

Chairman: We put number in brackets to be formally approved in next RAN4.

Qualcomm volunteered to collect the data if companies will provide the data with same format. 
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0020
Co-existence with Narrow Band Systems in the 851-859 MHz range





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

An A-MPR profile for protection of services above 851 MHz is proposed. The profile is based on PUCCH over-provisioning and can possibly be devised with and EARFCN dependence.

Discussion:

Motorola Solutions: This is intresting concept. We could build the conventional A-MPR tables first and then check the concept.

Fujitsu: We would like to consider also CIM3.

Ericsson: That could be covered e.g. by applying fixed back-off for small RB allocations.

Qualcomm: Not sure if the behaviour of Region B is homogeneous. A breaking point is in the middle. We could make the approach more systematic.

Ericsson: In formula the term Rb covers already the breaking point.

Motorola Solutions: Discussion on region B will take time. This applies to all NS-values applying overprovisioning.

Alcatel-Lucent: Table 6.2.4-5 is confusing, parameters should be clarified. SRS approach? Is Rl needed?
Ericsson: Rl is for 2 and 6 MHz offsets. The same approach can be used for SRS.

NII Holdings: This could be useful approach, also for other bands and regions. We support this.

Chairman: General agreement to concurrently work on conventional and this new approach for the next meeting and initially for 2 and 6 MHz offsets.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0027
Band 26 FUL High (851-859MHz)





Source: Motorola Solutions

Abstract: 

This document looks at the A-MPR requirements for B26 FUL High co-existence with NB system 851-859MHz. The required A-MPR is a function of; ACLR, frequency offset, channel bandwidth, protection level and LO and image performance 

Discussion:

Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0038
Effect of IQ Imperfections and Carrier Rejection on A-MPR





Source: Intel Corporation

Abstract: 

Introducing more stringent values for the carrier rejection and image rejection of the modulator will in some scenarios with one or few resource blocks reduce the necessary A-MPR by 1dB, in specific cases more. It doesn’t help at all to reduce the required A-MPR at large or full allocations.  The best way to reduce the required A-MPR is to specify reasonable spurious emissions requirements like -50dBm/6.25kHz instead of the overly stringent -57dBm/6.25kHz, which reduces A-MPR by up to 8dB (counter IM3) or 6dB (full allocation).

Discussion:

Motorola Solutions: Conclusions are not in line with existing designs in the market.

Intel: You can’t optimise to bias because IM product will go up. Full power has to be used. This is a real life PA, not just simple PA model. 
Fujitsu: We support how these PAs look like. Manufacturer has optimised for ACLR which is typical. We have concern on conclusion 2. Image rejection is driving the regions.

Nokia: If we lower the bias the linearity will be worse. In these simulations we should assume the maximum bias. If we would reduce the bias the A-MPR will be higher.
Decision: Noted

R4-B26ah-0047
Way Forward on B26 to Public Safety DL Protection in Region 2





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, Intel, Southern Link, Sprint

Abstract: -50 dBm/6.25 KHz is found to be sufficient for public safety protection without severely limiting LTE network performance.
Discussion:

KT: Why does this only apply to US?

Qualcomm: Scope is limited to Region 2 at the moment but can be expanded to other regions.

Verizon: How much protection to PS DL with -50 dBm/6.25 kHz?

Qualcomm: Independent Monte-Carlo simulations results showed this is sufficient. Deterministic analysis shows this give 3 dB PS DL desense while -57 dBm/6.25 kHz gives 1 dB PS DÖL desense.

Verizon: Not sure FCC could accep this more relaxed requirement. It is up to operator to handle the PS issue.

FCC: Whatever is the decision here, the responsibility still falls on the operators to ensure sufficient PS protection.

Sprint: We would like to hear the experience with -57 dBm/6.25 kHz for Band 13. There are also other options for operator to treat the issue.
Motorola Solutions: We should try to resolve the issue.

Sprint: Ultimately the interference is the operator issue to solve. Currently there is no specific PS protection from band 5 UE.
Ericsson: We have seen Motorola Solutions approach more reasonable than Monte-Carlo approach. Reasonable compromise is -53 dBm/6.25 kHz.
Verizon: The standards requirements should not be based on real-deployment experience in a different frequency band. Emission level as such is not an issue. The real issue is to fulfil the emission level.
NII Holdings: Operator’s private spec will overrule 3GPP requirements.

Qualcomm: We have done technical analysis in 3GPP. We need to make a trade off for protection level.

Motorola Solutions: Current cdma2000 devices fulfill -57 dBm/6.25 kHz requirement. 
Sprint: Currently there is no protection for band 5 in LTE devices.

Way forward was objected by Verizon and Motorola Solutions. Ericsson propose -53 dBm/6.25 kHz as a compromise
Decision: Noted
Way forward: 

Provisional agreements
1) [-53dBm/6.25kHz] emission limit. Verizon want to keep -57 dBm/6.25kHz as an option for now. Eventually there will be only one emission limit, -53 or -57. Qualcomm support single value -53. 
1a) [-57dBm/6.25kHz] emission limit. Sprint, Qualcomm, Intel, Renesas object.

WG chairman suggested companies to study these 2 values before next RAN4. He would declare the working agreement if majority of the companies support one option (e.g. via indicative voting), otherwise he would propose a voting in next RAN plenary if no working agreement can be agreed. 

1c) Only one option will be picked eventually

2)  851 – 859 MHz protection range, no objection

3)  2, 6 MHz offsets for the initial phase, no objection. 
4) For 1.4, 3, 5, 10, [15] MHz channel BW for band 26, no objection. Qualcomm, Motorola Solutions and Renesas have concern on the feasibility to deploy 15 MHz channel BW with 2 MHz offset
Qualcomm to draft R4-B26ah-0051 to record above agreements.
R4-B26ah-0050
A-MPR tables for Band 26





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

This contribution shows A-MPR approach for Band 26.
Discussion:

Chairman: Single NS value would cause problems for intra-band NC-CA

Qualcomm: intra-band NC-CA has other problems too.

Motorola Solutions: What LO/IQ is assumed?

Qualcomm: This is just an example assuming agreed -28 dBc.

Motorola Mobility: Mirror table from lower end could be used.

Qualcomm: It could get out of the range.

Etricsson: The same ACLR1 effect is also covered in our proposal; mirror table could also be used
Nokia: This seems to work quite well in the upper side but how does it work in lower side. We will study for the next meeting. A-MPR tables are complex and we welcome more simple approach.
Qualcomm: Lower use RB start, upper use RB end.

Motorola Solutions: We could agree the basic table first and then finalize the numbers. We have now 4 regions.

Qualcomm: Expect small A-MPR for region B.

Motorola Solutions: BS vendors should also understand this to align their schedulers.

Nokia: RB end falls to conventional category.

Fujitsu: We like to see regions A and D with equal lengths.

Qualcomm: It depends on how much we want to optimise A-MPR tables. RB end point doesn’t have to be symmetric. Using the same is simplification. The simple way is to use symmetric.
Ericsson: Support symmetric for simplicity.

Sprint: We need to conclude for finalizing the work by March.

Motorola Solutions: Re-organizing table won’t be ready in the next RAN4. We need to have one CR in the next meeting using conventional approach. We could study other approaches later.

Ericsson: CR for the next meeting with conventional approach and study other approaches later.

Qualcomm: This is conventional approach from our view. It makes sense to have RB ending. All depends on how close you are for the jammer. We could call it RB start + CRB.
Nokia: We can provide conventional tables for the next meeting but also in those tables we already have RB start + CRB. We have also 4 regions.
Ericsson: Companies could use 3 or 4 columns.

Nokia: Number of columns depends on the emission level and how much we want to optimise. Compnaies should have freedom to think about the bext option for the next RAN4.
General agreement for initial CR for the next RAN4 => Use table formats for A-MPR profiles
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0051
Way Forward on B26 to Public Safety DL Protection in Region 2





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

The targets are the fowllowings.  - Sharing the situation we are facing on this issue correctly.  - Generating a WF and achieving a consencus on how to handle the LO leakage and I/Q image requirements during the RAN4 Band 26 ad-hoc meeting as well as the subsequent RAN4 meetings. 

Discussion:

Source company list updated and typo in tdoc number corrected.

Decision: Revised in R4-B26ah-0052

R4-B26ah-0052
Way Forward on B26 to Public Safety DL Protection in Region 2





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, NII, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Nokia, Renesas, Motorola Solutions, Intel, Verizon
Abstract: The targets are the fowllowings.  - Sharing the situation we are facing on this issue correctly.  - Generating a WF and achieving a consencus on how to handle the LO leakage and I/Q image requirements during the RAN4 Band 26 ad-hoc meeting as well as the subsequent RAN4 meetings. 
Discussion:

Decision: Approved
4.3
LO leakage and IQ image suppression requirements 
R4-B26ah-0006
Way forward on LO/IQ and Band 26 co-existence





Source: NTT DOCOMO

Abstract: 

The targets are the fowllowings.  - Sharing the situation we are facing on this issue correctly.  - Generating a WF and achieving a consencus on how to handle the LO leakage and I/Q image requirements during the RAN4 Band 26 ad-hoc meeting as well as the subsequent RAN4 meetings. 

Discussion:

Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0008
Relative Carrier leakage and I/Q image issues





Source: Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd

Abstract: 

In previous meeting tightening of Relative Carrier leakage and I/Q image was agreed. This document considers this issue and gives proposals on how to handle it. This document is for approval (as working assumption for B26 Ad-Hoc meeting)

Discussion:

Qualcomm fully agree this contribution.

Fujitsu: Does proposal 4 impact Rel-10?

Renesas: We think Band 26 belongs to Rel-11.

Motorola Solutions: ACLR numbers looks quite high in figures 1-4. These shows smaller output power. How the amount of A-MPR is defined?

Renesas: Output power is after A-MPR. A-MPR values are rounded.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0010
LO and IQ image assumptions





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 

The notion of a tightened UE LO and IQ image rejection requirement has been proposed.  In this contribution, we discuss how these parameters can be taken into consideration for the computation of A-MPR for Band 26.

Discussion:

Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0019
IQ image and LO leakage for A-MPR specification





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

It is proposed that the A-MPR specification is beased on the minimum requirements (possibly modified) for IQ image and LO leakage. 28 dBc appears feasible.

Discussion:

Nokia support this approach. RAN4 has already agreed to tighten the modulator specification.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0042
[DRAFT] LO feed-through IQ Imbalance for Band 26





Source: Fujitsu

Abstract: In this contribution, we proposed a tightening of the specification for LO leakage and IQ image requirements to -29 dBc at powers larger than 0 dBm.
This document is for discussion

Discussion:

Motorola Solutions: Is this generic or for Band 26

Fujitsu: Generic
Verizon Wireless: Is proposal to use -29 dBc as a baseline for Band 26?

Fujitsu: Yes
Decision: Noted
Way forward:
Qualcomm: -28 dB could be used for studies but not in the spec.

Nokia: If we have a chip using -25 dB modulator performance we need to use more linear PA which means higher power consumption.
Chairman: 

Agreement of 28 dBc for both the LO leakage and/or I/Q image requirements is used for specifying tentative A-MPR profiles for Band 26

NTT DOCOMO: Co-ex studies have been performed for -25 dB and -28 dB. We don’t like to start all over again with – 29 dB. We support -28 dB as a working assumption.

Nokia: Discussion is between -25 dB and -28 or -29 dB. 

Sprint: We support NTT DOCOMO view. A-MPR difference between -28 dB and -29 dB is very small. We support -28 dB.
Motorola Solutions: Intention with tightening LO/IQ is to reduce the A-MPR. We could develop requirements based on -28 dB but the spec is for -25. Then there is a contradiction.
Ericsson: If -28 dB is not accepted in the spec we should come back and revise the A-MPR tables.

Nokia: We do have a spec for modulator due to reason. -28 dB was already discussed in the past but it was not agreed due to Qualcomm opposition.

Chairman: We should agree temporary value to create A-MPR table.
Agreement of 28 dBc requirement for both the LO leakage and/or I/Q image requirements is used for specifying tentative A-MPR profiles for Band 26, subjected to agreement in RAN4 for the modulator performance.
Modified LO leakage and IQ image requirements in next RAN4. The Band 26 CR should not be held up.
Qualcomm: This may add more confusion. All AH agreement are subject to plenary approval anyway. We would rather have original wording without the last sentence.
Nokia: All wor done in this AH don’t need to be re-done. A-MPR table should be based on modulator specification in current specification.

Renesas: For the sake of progress we could be OK to accept 3 dB tightening in spec for Band 26 for high power. Not OK to tighten other bands below 1 GHz, should be discussed in RAN4.

Sprint: Our goal is to agree Band 26 CRs in March. A-MPR values should be based on -28/-28 dB.

Chairman: What if next RAN4 can’t agree on tightening LO/IQ.

Ericsson: At some point RAN4 need to agree the tightening or not. -28 dB is tentative for Band 26 until RAN4 has made a decision. If the tightening is not agreed we need to revise the A-MPR values.

Nokia: We agree with Ericsson. We don’t want to block Band 26. We hope RAN4 can agree this issue in the next meeting.

Sprint: We don’t want to hold up the Band 26 progress.
Fujitsu: Last sentence assume we may modify the assumptions. Wording could be polished offline.

The agreed way forward:
1) -28 dBc for both the LO leakage and I/Q image requirements is used for specifying tentative A-MPR profiles for Band 26
2) It is recognised that the A-MPR profiles may be updated as maintenance based on the outcome of the discussion of the modified LO leakage and I/Q image requirements in the coming RAN4 meetings
RAN4 Chair: This agreement of the group will be captured in the meeting minutes. No need for separate contribution.
4.4
Draft UE CR’s for Band 26.
R4-B26ah-0028
Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.101





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

TS 36.101, Rel-10, Cat B, e850_UB    Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.101

Discussion:

Ericsson: CR including A-MPR values need to be updated based on agreements for the next RAN4 meeting.

NTT DOCOMO: There is typo in Table 7.3.1-1.

KDDI: PHS coexistence requirements are missing in coexistence table 

Fujitsu: How many NSs there is going to be after this meeting. 

Ericsson: CR needs to be updated anyway.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0029
Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.133





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

TS 36.133, Rel-10, Cat B, e850_UB    Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.133

Discussion:

NTT DOCOMO: We had long discussion on how to handle notes in RRM spec. Based on Sep RAN and email agreement we could add notes from RF specification 36.101. We should follow that approach.

Alcatel-Lucent: Typos in Table 9.1.2.1-1.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0030
Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.307





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

TS 36.307, Rel 8, Cat B, e850_UB    Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.307

Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent: Typo in X.1. Should be Rel-11
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0031
Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.307





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

TS 36.307, Rel 9, Cat B, e850_UB    Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.307

Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent: Typo in X.1.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0032
Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.307





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

TS 36.307, Rel 10, Cat B, e850_UB     Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 36.307

Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent: ‘Void’ only for Rel11
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0033
Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 25.101





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

TS 25.101, Rel 10, Cat B, e850_UB    Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to TS 25.101

Discussion: Noted
NTT DOCOMO: Need to agree on the note for the Max output power R4-114795.

Ericsson: R4-115687 is also related to this. Alos levels need to be revised for the next meeting based on AH agreement.
Chairman: 2 values proposed for the same region 851-859 in Table 6.13.

Ericsson: That is the place holder if 2 values will be agreed.

Chairman: If we agree the single value the other one could be removed.
Intel: How to finlize TBDs in section 6.6.3.2?

Ericsson: We’ll send revised version to the reflector before the next meeting.
Decision: Noted
R4-B26ah-0034
Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to 25.133





Source: Ericsson, ST-Ericsson

Abstract: 

TS 25.133, Rel 10, Cat B, e850_UB     Introduction of Band 26/XXVI to 25.133

Discussion:

Same comment from NTT DOCOMO as for 36.133. 
Fujitsu: We should have CRs for Rel-11 for the next meeting. Rapporteurs should discuss with RAN2 and RAN3 colleagues.

Chairman: ALU has RAN2 and RAN3 CRs ready. They are waiting RAN4 to complete. They will submit to Feb meeting already. Rel-11 spec will be created.

Fujitsu: Possible new LO/IQ requirements should be Rel-11 onwards only. We should carefully check the release indepence aspect on TS 36.307.
Decision: Noted
5
Liaison and output to other groups

No contributions.
6
 Future meetings

No discussions.
7
Any other business

2 evening AdHocs are needed in Dresden to finalize remaining open issues.
8
Close of the meeting

The meting was closed at 1 pm on Thursday Jan 19, 2012
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