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1. WP 5D Response
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Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

 QC: we can already include -40dBm to 23dBm for UE
E///: we can consider these values and see how to put them in 

Huw: channel bandwidth for RAN4 work should be added as FFS

SS: will the note in Section 2 be included in the LS?

E///: will not be included in LS, it is for future work in RAN4. Will confuse ITU if we include it

QC: on spurirous emissions, we need to study further the UE side. We want to keep the [] until Jan

E///: as of now both Cat. A and B are there, question is which one to use.

QC; is the applicability of categories clear?

E///: Cat A are general limits, B are used in some geographical areas

Skyworks: Does it mean that we would be ok just with Cat.A for ITU reply?

E///: probably is better to select one of them. Might be ok to give both but we should decide next time

Skyworks: we are potentially giving pass/fail for 2 different specs. 

E///: there are 2 values that apply in 2 reg, Japan andUS probably use Cat.A

DCM: we can provide both since they come from ITU and ITU can select appropriate value

Chair: ITU will use different value based on the region for which the study is conducted?

DCM: yes

Huawei: agreeable with our proposed addition

SS: you want to add this to the response?

Huw: ok to keep itnernal to RAN4
Decision: 

The document was Approved.

R4-1610621
WF on how to derive ACLR/ACS from ACIR for WP
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Source: NTT Docomo

Discussion: 

Timeline for study:

·  (1) Companies provide ACIR derived from simulation results (by xx, Dec.)
DCM: by Dec. 23
· (2) Companies, especially UE venders and BS venders, provide information on feasible UE ACLR/UE ACS and/or BS ACLR/BS ACS. (by xx, Dec.)
DCM: by Jan 10
· (3) Companies propose BS ACLR/UE ACS for DL and UE ACLR and BS ACS for UL, and determine ACLR/ACS for WP5D (by xx, Dec.)
DCM:  by Jan 10
· (4) Based on the determined ACS/ACLR, reply LS are discussed (in #AH meeting).
QC: for all the results we should submit them on the reflector?

Chair: results should just be sent to reflector

Nok: until now we used an e-mail list, now we should use RAN4 reflector?

Huw: if the results are late will they still be consiered?

DCM: companies that are late would be considered

E///: step 3 is when? Would be Jan 10, 4 is at the actual meeting
Huawei: we have not agreed how to define and test ACLR(TRP vs. EIRP) what should we do?

Intel : what is step 2?

QC: feasible values and acutal values for Step 3 are a different thing, step 2 is max achievable

Intel: Step 3 is more important

Huawei: 

Timeline in green is agreed
Decision: 

The document was return to.

2. WP 5D co-existence

R4-1610569
WF on urban marco scenario for coexistence study for WP5D on new radio access technology






  CR-  rev  () v





Source: Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell

Abstract: 

This contribution provides the simulation results using the agreed assumptions (with the necessary correction on the constant in the UMa LOS probability formula from ‘36’ to ‘63’), and proposes refined assumptions on the indoor UE ratio in the urban macro scenario for the coexistence study for WP5D in order to facilitate the calibration process and final output of the study.

Discussion: 

QC: ok for us

SS: ok for us

Intel: ok for us also
Huw: for DL macro we did not see outage, we should not change. ISD should be 300m

QC: with 300m we will be very close to outage, 200m is better to have symmetric

Nok: Huw proposal will have >10% outage, no 5%-ile throughput

E///: we saw similar results as Nokia, outage issues are seen with 300m ISD. 

SS: same view 

Huawei: we want to see some data

QC: can be provided 

QC: we remove Case 2 for UL so it becomes common for DL/UL. Without any UL outage can we agree on 200m

Huawei: we calibrated with different assumptions, new assumptions would change

QC: hexagonal layout is already calibrated, changing ISD will not change the calibration

QC: if we cannot agree on new scenario we keep what we have and we remove Case 2 based on inputs

E///: we have 2 proposals for ISD, simulate both?

Nok: we will not meet timeline with 2 different scenarios, there will be difference in results. We should decide now, not postpone the discussion for Christmas

E///: any view from operator?
DCM: no specific value from a realistic deployment, we prefer to use 200m for the LS reply

Huw: we cannot accept

QC: 2 points: 1 for DL we don’t have anything like Case 2, it is not realistic scenario. 20MHz system is not realistic. The results are modified by some artifacts. 

Huw: no consensus, not acceptable to us. Is 500m ISD not feasible?

QC: we do not close the link in UL. Indoor Ues will be in outage. We can do 100% UEs outdoor. 

Sony: with LOS formula we would get about 100-200m coverage in UL, ISD would be 170-200m

Huw: we focused on 20MHz because of outage. 200MHz is not useful for the UE. We can increase the BW of the UE

QC: in 942 we assume 3 UEs, with multi step ACLR, here we have 1 step ACLR so results are very pessimistic

Intel: if we use 300m there will be more than 5% outage, throughput loss for 5%ile will not be available

Huw: we are very unhappy with 20MHz now even though it was agreed

QC: actual ideal for this scenario was different, only edge UEs would use 20MHz . frequency allocation for this should be randomized in freq.

Huw: WE can increase the bW back and see what the ISD is. 

QC: can we try new scenario? Establish target SNR in UL and shrink UE allocations in frequency to meet the target.  

R4-1610622
WF on dense urban scenario for coexistence study for WP5D on new radio access technology 
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Source: Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell

Discussion: 

Return to in main session
Decision: 

The document was return to.


3. Channel Bandwidth

R4-1610590
WF on channel bandwidth and transmission bandwidth configuration for 
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Source: Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell

Discussion: 

MTK: analysis should be just radio part or also digital FE?

DCM:both

Huw: slide 5 covers both UE and BS?

DCM: first 3 bullets are from UE side originally but 1st , 2nd , 4th, can be both
QC: specs should also cover OOBE
DCM: the study should cover all reqs, should not preclude anything

Huw: the RF architecture cases should cover both UE and BS

DCM: “/” is and/or
Decision: 

The document was return to.

4. UE RF Requirements
R4-1610620
Way forward on NR UE RF requirements 
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Source: Qualcomm Incorporated

Discussion: 

 Huw: we need some time to analyze, many topics. On ref. architecture, how deep should we go? High level or we should go into details like number of antennas used. What will we use this for? We cannot exclude other possibilities than cdf approach for EIRP/EIS. For blocking, what is blocker tolerance? No agreement on testing, anything related to conducted equivalent? For emissions, IDC is not related to emissions. On feasibility of meeting -50dBm/MHz, not clear if we re-use it. We re-use 1m distance? -30dBm/MHz for emsissions, we need to discuss if it is TRP or EIRP. 

MTK: on UE architecture, we could also consider general filtering aspects not just high Q. we need to study feasiblity of defining EIRP/EIS over the entire sphere or just a portion. 

DCM: in architecture we should also consider the trade-off between implementation and power consumption. On EIRP, we should not preclude solutions other than CDF. Antenna information is needed for this. On blocking, we need to know the required attenation by RF circuits in mmWave. For ACLR should be defined in TRP. Emission should be defined at TRP, required isolation between sub6 and mmWave should be studied. For co-existence, -50dBm TRP should be guaranteed, if not possible we need to study. For sub6 to mmWave impact, we should look at legacy devices. 

QC: difficult to provide antenna information

QC: we propose to study this reference architecture so we can use it in WI phase, we need to understand filters, for example. We did not see any other proposals than cdf, we are fine to study and welcome other proposals. IDC is related to emissions because they depend on it. We will have NSA, need to understand feasibility. -50dBm/MHz we should first target this and see if we can meet it. For -30dBm we agree that there should be TRP but there are some regulators saying this should be EIRP. We need to understand what we can meet.

We agree with MTK comments, other components can be included. We need to quantify what part of the sphere, this is related to the slide on UE types and spatial coverage.

Power consumption is important, DCM could provide other suggestions than using cdf. We should look at blocking requirments, not component performance first. Can we agree that we define ACLR as TRP? 

Huw: nothing about EVM? Is there some prioritization on the requirements to discuss? We had other things listed in previous WFs
QC: WF was based on docs in this meeting, we can list all other aspects. 

Decision: 

The document was return to.

5. BS RF Requirements
R4-1610619
Way forward on BS RF requirements for NR 
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Source: Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell

Discussion: 

Huw: slide 5, not clear what subbullet of 1st bullet means. We agree that it is FFS only for OTA?
Huw: is this for reply LS only? What is “pros and cons of SEM and UEM”? On boundary, any other options possible? We agreed that FCC limits are starting point, does not mean baseline. 

E///: on BS classes, we use minimum distance for OTA but not for conducted, what do we for conducted? We need to study abbility to re-use the reqs that we have today, can we agree that changing the deployment scenario parameters does not necessarily mean we need to change requirements

Nok: intention is for future RAN4 work, not just the LS. For SEM or UEM, intention is to study because we couldn’t agree. We should specify just one of them. The freq range in the boundary, is for examle 10 to 20, etc

FCC taken as starting point does not mean will be final requirement. Would be good if Huw and E/// edit the WF.

Decision: 

The document was return to.

R4-1610576
Way forward on NR BS specific new requirements 
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Source: NTT Docomo Inc.

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was return to.

R4-1610575
Way forward on NR BS requirements prioritization for mm wave
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Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was return to.

6. Emission Requirements and guard band
R4-1610593
Way forward on in-band requirement for NR 
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Source: Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was return to.
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