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Attendance
The following companies were present:

Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Ericsson, Fujitsu, LG Electronics, NEC, Nokia Siemens Networks, NTT DoCoMo, Panasonic, Qualcomm, Spirent, Vodafone

UL timing alignment test

The FRC to use when SRS is used and when it is not used have been discussed on the email reflector. The requirement has also been discussed on the email reflector. There are two options to express the throughput, either as an absolute throughput regardless of which FRC is used or a percentage of the FRC used.

Ericsson suggested to use different payload size for the case with and without SRS. The throughput should be expressed as an absolute value (70% of the FRC without SRS).

NTT DoCoMo suggested to send SRS in every second subframe and only measure on the subframe without SRS.

Companies need more time to discuss the FRC and requirement issue.

It was agreed to use ETU200 as propagation channel for scenario 1. This Doppler frequency corresponds to 120 km/h at 2.1 GHz.

LS on TBS from RAN1

RAN1 have decided on a restricted set of transport block sizes (TBS) and have informed RAN4 in R4-080991 (“LS on Transport Block Size”). The transport block sizes currently used in PUSCH tests are not included in the restricted set decided by RAN1.
The set of TBSs defined do not take into account that there may UEs not capable of using 64QAM in the uplink. The problem is that there are no high, e.g. 3/4, coding rates available for 16QAM. In addition the TBS set is based on 10 OFDM symbols per subframe. In the PUSCH tests 12 symbols per subframe are used. RAN1 are working on a solution for these problems.

The question is if the tests should be aligned with the RAN1 decision?

The companies would like more time to discuss.
PUCCH format 2 tests
Qualcomm have supplied simulation assumptions (R4-081036) and sample results (R4-081037) using these assumptions for PUCCH format 2.

It was agreed to simulate format 2 only (format 2a and 2b are FFS and for release 9).

The following assumptions were agreed:

· Format 2, CQI only

· Single user only

· 2 antennas only

· Use 1 propagation channel, ETU70

· Use all bandwidths

In addition the following issues need further consideration and should be agreed by email:

· “FRC”, i.e. number of bits etc.

· Periodicity, although [2 ms] was tentatively agreed.

Control data on PUSCH

RAN1 are still finalizing the details. It was decided to continue to wait for RAN1 to finalize the details. 

Multi user PUCCH test
Tests for multiple users were discussed. Although there was no clear conclusion a few things could be agreed:
· User Format 1a

· [1] wanted signal and [3] interfering signals

· If time allows finish for release 8, otherwise release 9.

There were also open points identified:

· What timing offsets should be used?
· What power offsets should be used?
The agreed way forward was to invite suggestions for simulation assumptions for the next meeting in Munich. As a baseline the document from Qualcomm (R4-081038) can be used. The timeplan and assumptions should be revisited in the Munich meeting.

High speed train requirements

 It was agreed that the requirements should be optional.

Scenarios and Doppler frequencies were discussed. It was agreed to limit the test cases to two scenarios: Scenario 1 (open space) with 2 Rx antennas and Scenario 3 (tunnel) with one Rx antenna. Doppler shifts were discussed. DoCoMo suggested that the offsets could be reduced since only 2.1 GHz is expected to be used. Vodafone notes that there is a possibility to include multiple Doppler frequencies in the specification. Nokia Siemens Networks will create a suitable text proposal clarifying the propagation model.

Test configurations were discussed. Companies would like more time to check. It was agreed that the proposal from Fujitsu (R4-081100) is a good starting point. It was noted that the use of PUCCH should be optional.
Contributions are invited for the next meeting where the timeplan should be revisited.

PRACH format 4

The timeplan was agreed.

Frequency hopping

In the simulation assumptions for 1 RB allocations for PUSCH there is frequency hopping both within the subframe and between the subframes. There is a need to define the parameters for frequency hopping so that the 1RB allocations can be tested. RAN1 is currently finalizing the details for frequency hopping and we need to follow that work. Nokia Siemens Networks noted that the frequency hopping is optional in RAN1 and they think it should be optional to use FH when testing the BS. Companies would also like more time to discuss the issue.

Timeplan

In table below the timeplan for the various simulations agreed in the ad-hoc are outlined:

	
	RAN4-47 bis
16-20 June
	RAN4-48
18-22 Aug
	RAN4-48bis
29 Sep – 3 Oct

	PRACH Format 4
	Ideal results
	Results w. impairments
	

	UL timing adjustment
	Ideal results
	Results w. impairments
	

	PUCCH Format 2
	Finalise assumptions
Provide ideal results
	Results w. impairments
	Finalize requirements

	Multi user PUCCH
	Decide if it should be for rel8
	
	

	High speed train
	Set assumptions
Decide if it should be for rel 8
	
	


