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Discussion:

Chair: agreeable?

LGE if ran4 agreed this, LGE would like to revise their contribution.

Agreement: Agreed
MSD for 1+3 and 1+8
R4-147679
MSD for 2UL CA_B1_B3 and CA_B1_B8
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The document was Noted
R4-147678
MSD test configurations for 2UL CA_B1_B3 and CA_B1_B8
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Self desense analysis for 2ULs inter-band CA
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Discussion:

Chair agreeable?
Qualcomm more time to check it. Cannot agree it

Chair how about with bracket

Qualcomm we need more time to check still
KT what is the meaning of the bracket

Chair we can provide time to check for 3 months. 

Kt with the bracket, we can still continue discuss it

Chair yes

Lge no bracket 

Chair we can come back later

Ericsson no concern on msd value. Which requirements are applied? 

Chair this is explained in Nokia and all paper. Referens is specified under a certain condition. 

Ericsson we like to test other aspects other than msd values. In order to complete the requirements, we need to go on the same way. MSD is only tested under a certain condition

Chair msd is still remain as they are

Ericsson ok with that.

1 plus 8 is ok. 1 plus 3 is not ok.
Agreement:return to.
Qualcomm we can agree 1+8 in brackets but not 1+3.

Chair we can put 1+3 as TBD

GNSS Protection
R4-147589
Discussions on 2 UL Inter-band CA and GNSS protection





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 
In this contribution, we have described some potential solutions to handle IM impacts due to 2UL CA on GNSS receiver:

· Using modified UL transmission configurations

· Modified IDC mechanisms

We slightly prefer the first mechanism (modified UL transmissions) as this allows the UE to act more quickly when GNSS problem is detected at the UE.

Even if the GNSS interference issue is handled in the Rel-12 time frame it may still be possible to make changes to signalling in Rel-12 (depending on the change needed).
R4-147744
A signaling proposal for 2UL GNSS inteference mitigation





Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Abstract: 
Propose to extend the existing IDC RRC
· A field to indicate that any previous request for mitigation is no longer needed

· A field to indicate the severity of the problem.  In other words, if the UE is in the process of an emergency call, the network must provide a mitigation solution.  If the interference is present during other GNSS usage, the network may choose to respond on best-effort basis.

· Fields to indicate the RB’s to be be avoided.  

R4-147757
UL CA GNSS protection





Source: Vodafone

Abstract: 
Proposal: In summary the proposal contains the following steps:

· UE indicates NW about the GNSS problem, asking for either power reduction or new RB restriction

· Network will decide what new resources or new power reduction (within some boundaries that RAN4 need to agree) allowance is granted

· UE will apply NW changes if they are received in a timely manner, and they ensure GNSS reception

· If GNSS reception is not protected, or the network re-scheduling or power allowances are not received in a timely manner, then UE takes autonomous decision

R4-147274
WF on 2UL inter-band CA protection of GNSS





Source: NTT DOCOMO, INC.

Abstract: 
　Proposal 1: Introduce Signalling A and B to address GNSS interference into Rel-11 and 12 specifications.
　Proposal 2: Define A-MPR to address GNSS interference in Rel-12 36.101.

　Proposal 3: Send an LS containing the contents of Proposal 1, 2 to RAN2 [6].

WF:

Proposal 1: For emergency call situations:

· UE indicates that 2 UL operation would disturb emergency call which UE is establishing 

Then:

· NW does not allocate UL resources to SCell during the emergency call situation

· If NW allocates UL resources to SCell during the emergency call situation UE can autonomously drop Scell UL transmissions

Chair Can we agree?
Proposal 2: For other GNSS use cases:
· UE indicates to the NW that GNSS is turned on or off and GNSS frequency range that needs to be protected and additional assistant information. 
· NW can take actions to mitigate the GNSS interference. It is up to the NW to decide the proper method.
Possible methods
Lge not related with ran2 work. So that is is not necessary
Chair  we need some

Ericsson Ericsson has the similar view with chair. We need to provide some raido basic level. The details should be discussed in ran2

Ti 

· 
DTX of SCell or Pcell

· Scheduling restrictions based on NW assessment
· Deactivation of SCell
Discussion:

Docomo 1st question on proposal 1, if gnss is turn on, how to identify for enodeb the gnss is turn on
Chair we do not need to know. The reason is emergency call is luckily quite rare. If happens we do not care 2ul is going on or not. 

Kt if we need to consider this issue together, emergency call should be prioritized.

Chair you support proposal 1

Ti should we select proposal 1 or 2, or link together

Chair nBoth together. We felt we could not reach a consensus. So I have divided this into two.

Chair any views

Docomo when will gnss turn on or off

Chair you need to have a configuration having issue.

Docomo ue has to monitor the interference or quality of radio single?

CHAIR it is up to ue. What to do

Docomo if this is not related to emergency call. Then, it is ok. If we this handle together with emergency call, too late

Tmobile when ue indicates it, it denpends on ca configuration. 

Chair it depends on ue implementation. Accordingly network takes action

Tmobile if this details is ue dependence, how ue decided this 

Chair ue should not indeicate it has a problem

Qualcomm this message is sent when gnss is on and , network is aware and calculate interference. Ue needs to send a singnal I am vulnerable.

Mediatek if we look at gnss coexistence, table provides band information. Do not provide carrier information. Ue has to do calculation on carrier allocation and so on. 

Chari if we follow qualcomm proposal when this indication is sen, only band combination information is needed The question is when it is sent

Mediatek gnss receiver needs to talk with lte receiver

Chair it is not specified in any sense. 

TI ue informs an issue and enodeb understand it. 
Chair ue can decide it immediately after they aware it.

Qualcomm tends to agree with ti. What we need to send is gnss is disturbed.

Ericsson if we send an ls to ran2, we can explain the radio problem. Then, signalling can be made. 

Luis we are confused. Network knows a lot information. What we need to send is gnss is on or off. We just send an ls gnss is on or off and leave the mechanism to ran2. Emergency or not is clear. Form confirmation, what prevents ue declare there is an emergency or not, how to test it. How do we establish test method.

Ti for Ericsson comment. If we send an ls to ran2. We should be glay in rf. Let leave many things to ran2. What the network will do , how to use this by network should not provide to ran2. This kinds of information is not necessary to be sent. 

Chair the content of the ls should be decoupled. We should not inform the details on how to define signalling and so on.

Ti there are lists.

Chair I did not consider the ls. Just picked up from the contributions. 

Qualcomm they presented some in ran2. There are a lot of uncertainties in ran2. Ran2 has already have in device coexistence. One of the key things is ran2 does not aware is that network can do some restriction. Ran2 is thinking that something needs to be kept in mind.

Vz is this also for 1 UL?
Chair this is discussed in 2ul wi. This is on 2ul imd on gnsss only.
Docomo our draft ls will be revised. It would be great if people share the opinions.

Qualcomm Protected gnss frequency range should be wider than exact available range.
Huawei it is completely up to ue. We should provide flexibility for network. We should give guidance to ran2.

Qualcomm on in device coexistence….

Chair not decide on ls discussion. To proceed with the discussion, 

Vodafone on hw aspects, how do you distinguish the ues situation. 
Chair ran5 can make a test case. Is it possible?

Ti similar view with vf. Proposal on drx cycle, it is important to do scheduling. Some additional information should be provided to ran2. Otherwise, the scheduling is un optimized. 

Qualcomm drx, dtx etc is already discussed in ran2 when in device was discussed.

Ti signalling is different.

Chair we can tell ran2 some information  

Hw every ue needs to use the same dtx cycle?

Chair it depends on network parameters.

Vodafone should we send an ls what should be the goal. Protected uplink allocation, dtx, chaging ca configuration? Or to keep up 2ul ca as much as possible and so on or we need to maximum the 2ul ca performance and so on. Emergency or not, we could make sure it so that we should send an ls to ran5

Qualcomm ran5 does not have such kinds of test cases. Ue may try again and again. How to define the criteria.? We need to have some very simple test to check fundamental behaviour.

Qualcomm still needs time to consider dtx, drx and so on and would like to discuss it for a while. 

Chair if we remove it, TI is not happy

Docomo on release. We should include information on release.
Kt if ran2 needs new signalling, then, release 11 is impossible.

Chair we are not sure if the new signalling is tiny or significantly big impact on asn.1 for release 12 and 11.

Docomo still not confident. Proposal 1 should be considered again.

Chair we should handle both two in a package.

Qualcomm what is an issue on proposal 1

Docomo  not sure how to identify emergency call, when gnss is turned on since enode b can not identify the signalling 

Agreement: approved. We start drafting ls based on the following two proposals.
Proposal 1: For emergency call situations:

· UE indicates that 2 UL operation would disturb emergency call which UE is establishing or if eNodeB is always aware of emergency call without signalling then signalling is not needed. This is up to RAN2 to decide.
Then:

· NW does not allocate UL resources to SCell during the emergency call situation

· If NW allocates UL resources to SCell during the emergency call situation UE can autonomously drop Scell UL transmissions
Proposal 2: For other GNSS use cases:
· UE indicates to the NW that GNSS is turned on or off and GNSS frequency range that needs to be protected and additional assistant information. 
· NW can take actions to mitigate the GNSS interference. It is up to the NW to decide the proper method.

Receiver requirements
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Introduction of dual uplink inter-band CA in TS 36.101 Rel-12
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Source: LG Electronics, Nokia Corporation, Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek, LG Uplus, SK Telecom and Samsung, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon

Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].
R4-147597
Introduction of selectivity and blocking requirements for UL intra-band CA
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Source: Ericsson

Decision: 

The document was Return to
Which companies think that CR in R4-147978 is good way to define requirements for 2 UL interband CA:
LG Electronics

Nokia Corporation
Intel Corporation
Qualcomm Incorporated
MediaTek
LG Uplus
SK Telecom
Samsung
CMCC

Huawei

HiSilicon
Intel

Microfoft 

Zte

Motorola mobility

Catt

Which companies think that CR in R4-147597 is also needed:

Ericsson

Docomo

Orange

Sony mobile communication

Telecom italia

Discussion:

Ericsson one concerns is a particular case, if we configure two uplink with 20 dbm power, do we know which requirements are applied or not?
Chair your cr includes lower power.

Ericsson we want yes or no answer.

chair no. do we know the same thing for single uplink case.

Intel if we use 2 db below the power, it does not make sense to use it.

Ericsson this is the key points we know which requirements are applied for 1ul. We know detailed conditions for 1ul but not sure for 2ul. Our task is to specify this. Thus, we have no concern on tx part. Rx part is incomplete and unspecified. The answer is no.

Intel there are many things not specified in details. For instance, mop -4 db, but we are not sure the requirements with 10 dbm. 

Ericsson Ericsson understands that. Concern is not requirements for 2ul case. We do not think we should not discuss we should test or not. Its 

Lge we have discussed it many times. The same situation we can see in the future.

Chair we do not have any intention to extend one meeting cycle. If we cannot agree with it, 2ul is for release 13.

Lge dc also should be removed from release 13 as well

Chair yes and 2UL non-contiguous intraband CA.
Agreement: No agreement.
Contents
1. CA configuration of Band 3 + Band 42 + Band 42
2. Participant company list
CA configuration of Band 3 + Band 42 + Band 42
Related contribution list:

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source

	R4-147683
	REFSENS analysis for B3+B42
	Intel

	R4-147741
	Band 3 and Band 42 A2 combination
	Qualcomm Incorporated

	R4-147675
	MSD for B42 in class A2 CA B3_B42
	MediaTek Inc.

	R4-147071
	3+42 UE RF analysis
	Huawei, Hisilicon

	R4-147283
	MSD analysis on CA_3A-42A and CA_3A-42C
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.


Topics to be discussed
· Necessity of HTF
· MSD values with or without Harmonic Trap filter(HTF) 
· Relationship between MSD values and HTF implemented position
· Main factors to dominate the MSD
· ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c
· Handling of MSD for the channels close to the channel where H2 directly hits.
· Way forwards
1. Necessity of harmonic trap filter(HTF) 
· Necessary: Huawei, Qualcomm
· Not mentioned: Intel
· Other: 
· NTT DOCOMO: Depends on how much MSD can be mitigated and the ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c and so on
· Media Tek: Adding harmonic filter can reduce MSD by nearly 5 dB.
2. MSD values with or without Harmonic Trap filter (HTF) and its implemented position 
· Summary of the proposed MSD values
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Figure 1: Comparison of proposed MSD values

Table 1: Comparison of improvement of MSD values by HTF
	Improvement of MSD 
by HTF
	Company
	Channel bandwidth(MHz) and MSD improvement
	HF
(dB)
	PCB
(dB)

	
	
	5M CBW
	10M CBW
	15M CBW
	20M CBW
	
	

	
	Intel
	14.3
	14.3
	14.2
	14.4
	20
	80

	
	Media Tek
	4.8
	4.8
	4.8
	4.8
	30
	65

	
	Huawei
	17.9
	17.9
	17.9
	17.8
	25
	80


· Note that for Media Tek data, LNA H2 referred to antenna is a part of the dominant factors for MSD for diversity.
· Observation
· The MSD values from Intel and Huawei can be significantly improved by using HTF.
· However, still the absolute value is significantly high from around 15 to 20 dB even for 20 MHz channel bandwidth.
· The reason comes from the assumed PCB isolations. The details are expained later on.
· 65 dB: Media Tek, (Qualcomm)
· 70 dB: Qualcomm
· 80 dB: Intel and Huawei
· Even if the 2nd harmonic does not directly hit, some MSD may be necessary for the channel very close to the channel where 2nd harmonic directly hits. The 2nd harmonic is so large that we may not ignore the side lobe of 2nd harmonic PA noise.
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· Figure 2: 2nd harmonic noise for where H2 does not directly hit (R4-147741: Qualcomm)
· Discussion
· XXX
3. Relationship between MSD values and HTF implemented position
· Observation
· The following positions of HTF would not affect the final MSD values since the 2nd harmonic noise from PA is quite higher than that the 2nd harmonic due to duplexer non-linearity.
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Table 2-4 and 2-5; MSD for with harmonic filter after duplexer and after PA (R4-147675: Media Tek)
· There is virtually no MSD improvement by moving harmonic filter from PA output to duplexer output.
Assumed IIP2 and obtained H2 contributions from B3 Duplexer.
	Company
	IIP2
(dBm)
	B3 DUP H2 contribution
(dBm)
	2nd harmonic from PA
after B3 DUP rejection
(dBm)

	Huawei
	88.51
	-39.5
	-37.52

	Intel
	121.81
	-72.2
	-32.12

	Media Tek
	102
	-56
	-37.92

	Note 1: The values for Huawei and Intel are theoretically calculated from the parameters provided in each contribution by the author.

Note 2: that if the HTF is implemented right after PA, the values are slightly decreased since the PA output is decreased by HTF IL.


· Observation
· The position of HTF may not change the MSD value. That means we may be able to change the position of HTF from after duplexer to after PA. Then, we may avoid the additional relaxation of Band 3 Rx. 
· Discussion
· XXX
4. Main factors to dominate the MSD
· Observation
· There are mainly four parameters such as 2nd PA harmonic, PCB isolation, total filter attenuation(including B3 duplexer, HTF and Triplexer(Diplexer)) 
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Figure 2.2-1: MSD analysis for 3+42(+42) (R4-147283)
[image: image5.jpg]Composite level at LNA (dBm)

-40.0

-50.0

-60.0

-70.0

-80.0

-90.0

-100.0

I ——

For PCB of 65 dB, more than 55 dB filter attenuation may not be useful

For PCB of 70 dB, more than 60 dB filter attenuation may not be useful

For PCB of 75 dB, more than 65 dB filter attenuation may not be useful
For PCB of 80 dB, more than 70 dB filter attenuation may not be useful
If the d nce is large, MSD becomes large
e MSD is larger than this difference.
Composite level of -97.7 dBm for B4+B17.
20 80

30 40 50 60 70
—+—PCB ISO=80dB Primary —i—PCB ISO=75dB Primary —#—PCB ISO=70dB Primary

==—PCB ISO=65dB Primary ess=B4+B17 Primary @ B4

Total filter attenuation( including HF and Band 3 Duplexer) dB





Figure 2.2-2: Impact of Filter attenuation and PCB isolation on MSD (Primary)(R4-147283)

· Required attenuation of total attenuation from filters to improve MSD depends on the PCB isolation and vice versa.
	Company
	B3 DUP
(dB)
	HTF
(dB)
	Triplexer
(dB)
	Total filter ATT
(dB)
	PA 2nd harmonic
(dBc)
	PCB ISO
(dB)

	Intel
	25
	20
	15
	60
	-35
	80

	Huawei
	30
	25
	20
	75
	-35
	80

	Media Tek
	25
	30
	20
	75
	-36
	65

	Qualcomm
	N/A
	30
	15
	N/A
	-35
	70

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	21
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	20
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	27
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	25
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Average
	23 
	25 
	18 
	65 
	-35(-34) 
	74(70) 


Note that Qualcomm’s original proposal is -31 dBc for PA 2nd harmonic and 65 dB for PCB isolation. In this case, the average -35 dBc for PA and 70 dB for PCB.
· Comments
· XXX
5. ΔTIB,c and ΔRIB,c
· Proposal by Qualcomm (R4-147741)

Table 2: Estimate of Del_T_IB and Del_R_IB for B3+B42 CA (in dB)
	Band
	Triplexer Loss
	HTF filter
	Total loss
	Del_T_IB
	Del_R_IB

	B3
	0.95
	0.6
	1.55
	[0.8]
	[0.8]

	B42
	1.3
	0
	1.3
	[0.8]
	[0.5]


· Proposal by NTT DOCOMO (R4-147283)

· If a harmonic trap filter is introduced, the additional allowed relaxations are TIB = 0.6 dB and RIB = 0.2 dB to account for trap filter and diplexer.
· Observation
· The differences are as follows. 
· Tx: 0.2 dB
· Rx: 0.6 dB
· To seek for a consensus, how much Total attenuation we request to filters including Duplexer, Triplexer and HTF needs to be taken into account

6. Handling of MSD for the channels close to the channel where H2 directly hits
· Proposal by Qualcomm (R4-147741)

Table 1: B42 Interference limited Sensitivity estimate with 10MHz Guard-band (best case assumptions) to H2
	 
	With HTF
	with HTF
	w/o HTF
	w/o HTF

	B42 CH BW
	Sensitivity (dBm)
	MSD (dB)
	Sensitivity (dBm)
	MSD (dB)

	5 MHz
	-97.8
	1.2
	-89.9
	9.1

	10 MHz
	-95.5
	0.5
	-89.5
	6.5

	15 MHz
	-94
	0.2
	-89
	5.2

	20 MHz
	-93
	0
	-88.7
	4.3


· Proposal by NTT DOCOMO (R4-147283)
· MSDs which 2nd harmonic does not directly hit are specified by the following ways on top of the MSD which 2nd harmonic directly hits.
· Offset from the edges of Channel bandwidth that 2nd harmonic directly hits.
· 0-5 MHz
· 5-10 MHz
· More than or equal to 10 MHz
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Figure 2.4-1: MSD for the case that 2nd harmonic affects the region where it directly does not hit.
· Discussions
· XXX
· If a harmonic trap filter is introduced, the additional allowed relaxations are TIB = 0.6 dB and RIB = 0.2 dB to account for trap filter and diplexer.

7. Way forwards
· Final MSD values for the H2 directly hitting region are derived based on the following parameters as minimum. Using even better values are not precluded.
· PCB isolation is 70 dB
· Challenging to guarantee the value for any terminals
· Total filter attenuation is as much as practical. At least more than 75 dB.

· B3 duplexer rejection: 30 dB
· Practically possible for the future design
· Triplexer: 15 dB
· To keep the relaxation values
· HTF: 30 dB

· PA H2: -35 dBc
· Could be challenging to change the value
· TIB and RIB for Band 3
· 0.6 dB for TIB and 0.2 dB for RIB 
· The 0.6 dB comes from that 0.3 dB from 1+42 and 19+42 agreement and 0.3 dB from HTF.
· The feasibility on whether Band 3 duplexer can obtain better linearity or not is FFS.

· If it is decided that it is possible, then, RIB should be 0 dB since HTF can be placed after PA.
· MSD for channels where 2nd harmonic does not directly hit

· Up to 10 MHz offset: The same MSD for the channel where 2nd harmonic directly hits.

· With 10 MHz offset: No MSD for any channel bandwidths
Discussion:

Qualcomm: our submission said with 10 MHz offset the and 20 MHz BW MSD=0 other bandwidths have MSD

Huawei: 2nd harmonic impact the single chip performance. In out contribution we have shown this.

Chair: what is the request?
Huawei: You only listed PCB isolation and PA performance but also single chip parameters impact.

Chair: Vendors can take also other parameters into account when we determine the final value of MSD.

Intel: We would like to understand more, you try to unify important parameters and then vendors to do another round of simulations. Do we still have 3 options for placement of HTF.

Chair: We do not have final values and no intention to preclude without HTF from analysis.

Qualcomm: B3 duplexer linearity and IL are tradeoffs.
Chair: If we see negative side effects we need to take that account. System performance as a whole is the key. Duplexer linearity vs IL needs to be carefully assessed.

Huawei: what is the next plan? Where is the filter placed or without filter?

Chair: with or without filter is another question. If we cannot get linearity to duplex filter we need to use HTF.

Mediatek: Maybe HTF have second order linearity issue we need to check from vendors.
Chair: You can check but our understanding is that HTF is more linear than Duplex-filter.

Chair: No other view so WF will be prepared based on these views.

CA_1A-28A

KDDI has provided input for the Ad-Hoc which they present online and after the presentation preference is asked from companies.

[image: image7.emf]UE_CA_AH_(1A-28A) .pptx


A
NO trap filter

B
With trap filter

C
NO trap filter in the beginning

D
With trap filter in the beginning

E
Blended

F
Two implementations
Discussion:

KDDI: We would like to know companies preferences.

Qualcomm: We prefer not to have 2 implementations. Option B.
Intel: It does not make sense to start with one option and then change. Option B.

TeliaSonera: Why KDDI can accept insertion loss if some of the options have no filter.
Ericsson: Our preference is not to have any impact to core bands. Option C is very difficult in practice. If we do not have filter in a beginning and later if one operator faces harmonic problem it would be difficult to get other operators to accept filter. D and B are very similar. We cannot have 2 normative requirements so option F is not possible.

KDDI: I would like to ask if option B is acceptable. Any objections.

Docomo objects option B. 

Ericsson preference is without filter but if Ericsson only company against can accept filter.

Vodafone: Our preference is in our paper. Spectrum allocations are not clear so will we put filter into spec even if we do not know it is ever needed?

TeliaSonera: We do not think that we can start with some selection and then change later.

Vodafone: You can make change to be backwards compatible with RAN5 time allowance. Safest is B but what if that is not needed.

KDDI: Luis comment is very reasonable. We can start with HTF and if when spectrum allocations are clear then we can reconsider.

Intel: We need to decide whether to build with filter or without. If we start REL-12 with some assumption we cannot in practice change that. For later releases perhaps it could be changed.

Qualcomm: We also think that we need to decide and stick with that decision. What if spectrum allocations change second time do we again change the filter decision? With filter is safest solution. Filter means some penalty but offers great flexibility for example for roaming.

Huawei: Trap filter is safest. If we change the assumption in some point in time how the networks can work? We need to decide what we want.

KDDI: What is Nokia opinion?

Nokia: Harmonic overlap is a problem and we should write the specification such way that problem is solved.

KDDI: Is always HTF filter option acceptable? Operators want to have best performance to their NW and RAN4 specifications should enable this. Can we assume filter for this band combination.

Docomo: we can now decide if we need a filter or not. 

Mediatek: Have we decided MSD for this combination,

Possible MSD is in slide 6

Intel: Both bands 1 and 28 are global bands. For sure there will be operators that have harmonic issue.

Ericsson: We agree with Intel that sooner or later there will be an operator that have this issue but on the other hand we can turn this upside down and say that there will be a big amount of operators which will not have this problem.

Intel: Yes there will be operators that are penalized but what is the solution to the MSD.

Ericsson: In this group we do minimum requirements and those should be based on assumption that filter is not used but in design you can use the filter. If majority view is filter we remain neutral.

KDDI: It is time to decide. We propose to use HTF for CA_1A-28A. 

Mediatek: No strong preference but we would like to revisit the MSD values.

Docomo: we should not say always. We can say we specify CA_1A-28A with HTF.

KT: In Korea we have band 1 and band 28 become available. 

KDDI: We want to say that we appreciate that Japanese and Korean operators understand our situation.

KDDI: Regarding MSD, we can revisit. We can add brackets to MSD values to meet the REL-12 time frame. Is this acceptable?

Mediatek: This is ok.

Vodafone: We are happy that decision is made even this is not our preference. Auctions could be made so that there is not harmonic situation.

Agreement: Specify CA_1A-28A with HTF and put MSD in brackets.
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Objective

KDDI provides this material for closing CA_B1_B28 WI.



Remaining Issue:

 How to handle HTF?





Summary (from R4-147754)

						Vodafone		KDDI

		A		NO trap filter		NO		Yes: preferred

		B		With trap filter		NO		OK

		C		NO trap filter in the beginning		Yes: preferred		Depends on from when?

		D		With trap filter in the beginning		Yes		Same as above

		E		Blended		NO		NO

		F		Two implementations		NO		OK: believe better for all







How about other companies?

						Companies’ Name

		A		NO trap filter		

		B		With trap filter		

		C		NO trap filter in the beginning		

		D		With trap filter in the beginning		

		E		Blended		

		F		Two implementations		



Would like to narrow down possible option(s).  





IF: NO HTF in the beginning… 

From which Release?

Also need to modify DTIB/DRIB



KDDI’s Recommendation

  Rel-10 – 12: w/o HTF

  Rel-13 and onwards: TBD





IF: HTF from the beginning… 

Below values are OK for all?



		EUTRA CA Configuration		EUTRA
band		Channel Bandwidth						

						5MHz		10MHz		15MHz		20MHz

		CA_1A-28A		1		-89.8		-89.4		-89		-88.7

				28		-98.3		-95.3		-93.5		-90.8



From which Release?







IF: Two Implementations… 

Below values are OK for all?



		EUTRA CA Configuration		EUTRA
band		Channel Bandwidth						

						5MHz		10MHz		15MHz		20MHz

		CA_1A-28A		1		[-83]		[-83]		[-83]		[-83]

				28		-98.3		-95.3		-93.5		-90.8
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