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Approval
Incoming LS
R4-104041 LS response on per-UE PHR
Noted

R4-104042 LS on the reference format on virtual PHR
Noted

R4-104035 

Noted

Maximum output power

Agreement : Docomo draft proposal is acceptable, removing brackets from CA-1C power tolerance.
Refsens

· R4-104123

· R4-104600

· R4-104448

Huawei : Want to clarify if this proposal is for ITU submission. 
Nokia : This is how we will define refsens, even after ITU

Huawei thinks simple approach is possible for ITU-R, after this 2nd option from Ericsson makes sense, also want to research the power reduction.

Ericsson : Should specify a method that is consistent and can be used for future releases. Should support capabilities of UE that can be used on new ban ds.

Qualcomm : Wider band UL transmission for some bands is useful. But there are other alternatives than the 2 we have here.

· Alternative method proposal

Docomo : Supposing each CC is 20MHz, in figure 1 we do not add any specification. Figure 2 only applies to band 1,4,10

Nokia : Comparing case 1 & 3 even though the allocation is the same the UE is configured differently. The RX BW is doubled, and there are 2 options for uplink – single carrier, and if the UE is capable then can configure 2 UL CC but only allocate to the first carrier. The UE is configured differently from HW point of view, so this gives some merit.
Docomo : If we look at figure 3 the specification is the same as release 8

Nokia : These are intraband cases.

Docomo : Figure 4 is only applied to no MSD bands?

Nokia : No, all CA bands. For bands with small separation we use approach 3, but it may not be feasible to have class C for small separation. Test should reflect the potential for CA on a particular band.

Ericsson : Don’t know why MSD is causing a problem. Comparing this to Ericsson proposal, band 1 will be according to figure 4. Don’t see why its more time consuming to looking at full allocation with 4dB backoff compared with full power and reduced allocation on the secondary carrier. Will same allocation be used for ACS test? Less impact across modulation in all tests. 

Nokia : Doesn’t think this is easier from a timescale point of view, both require simulation work. The intention is to use the same uplink for RX tests.

Qualcomm : Thinks this is an attractive proposal. There is max power transmission like all the tests we have. Not sure it is good if there is lower TX power it may not approximate the practical scenario from real deployments. We do need simulation work, although the empirical formula should give us a good idea. Could be extended.

Teliasonera : Wonders why PCC and SCC are arranged in the way they are.

Nokia :  For the small UL-DL separation, the SCC is not in the gap. So that there can be the same allocation

Teliasonera : Thinks this might not be catching real life

Huawei : Think this is a good method. Case 4 is fully aligned with release 8/9. Think this is sufficient to verify UE noise figure. But MSD and desense are not exclusive of each other, the issue is how to prioritise. Want to see useful information for network deployment. Its better to think about the power reduction to optimise the network.
Nokia : Summarise that this would be OK but would like to investigate MSD for later releases

Ericsson : Regarding Qualcomm comments, timewise there is no difference. Regarding Huawei comment we recognise MSD can give useful information. Ericsson proposal is to do something that would work for later releases. Note that this is an additional requirement to the rel8/9 requirement which gives the cross modulation impact. 

Qualcomm : We think companies want to remove MSD in release 8. Proposal 4 gives a lot more information. Both cases 3 and 4 indicate how well the uplink can be sustained. Operators do this for uplink allocation as a guideline. Why would uplink need wide allocation when you are link budget limited?

Ericsson : For release 8, MSD is specified for one particular component carrier, we want to remove overlapping requirement. The MSD here is just a way to express the sensitivity of the SCC. Method 4 alone, need to satisfy reference sensitity on each CC alone with a full uplink allocation. Then there is an additional requirement put on the noise factor for bigger allocation. 4dB backoff was chosen because its also used in blocker tests.

Qualcomm : If we say there should be no desense at cell edge, what does proposal B tell us about the uplink allocation?

Huawei : Support this test case, its aligned with release 8/9. In 36.101 we have a table of RB, NW scheduling beyond this is not clear, there are different understandings by NW designers. MSD tells some information. Power reduction tells how  to schedule

Teliasonera : Don’t understand how Qualcomm think this is a practical case. Case where primary and secondary are switched would need to be considered.

Way forward :Not concluded in adhoc

Maximum input level

Qualcomm : Has a preference for -25dBm, gives same coverage for single CC UE. Can also accept TBD. Have not studied -22dBm, and think that would change single carrier UE requirements as well.

Docomo prefers TBD

Mediatek prefers -25dBm, to avoid another attenuation stage or more bits in receiver chain

Ericsson : Can support -22dBm, TBD is only viable option

Way forward :Leaving TBD is agreed, table with TBD will be introduced to annex B
SEM

Ericsson thinks generic style would need to be tied to some combinations where it applies in release 10, if we used that

No strong views expressed

Way forward : Keep current style, companies can still think about generic style since it doesn’t change requirement and is editorial.Adding 29.9MHz mask is acceptable to the group.

ACLR

Huawei : Don’t know why we are coming back to this as we agreed option 1 already.

Ericsson : Proposal for option 2 is because of wider measurement BW.  So then proposing a lower number. More likely to be consistent with legacy requirement

Docomo : 30dB is preferred for CA EUTRA requirement due to coexistence studies

Ericsson : What would happen to coexistence if we went to 29dB?

Qualcomm : Thinks its reasonable to keep it consistent and end up with 29. Proposes 29 in square brackets, and see if there is any degradation to coexistence.

Docomo : Coexistance studies – it would be sensible to extend existing coexistace. MPR can be used if needed

Nokia : MPR is agreed which helps MPR

Way forward : Keep existing specification
PcMax

R4-104357

Ericsson : Is this for the December version of spec? Think that this contribution is a useful basis but we could think about this some more.

Nokia : Pcmax discussions in rel8 were long, share Ericsson view that more time would be needed. Not necessary for ITU-R and this was the last issue agreed in rel8

CATT : More time for further analysis is reasonable, some of the definitions of newly defined terms are needed before this can be in the specification text.

Qualcomm : Thinks SAR related backoff should also be added as we agreed. SAR backoff is not additive to MPR and A-MPR. A maximum formulation is needed. For CA it doesn’t matter which carrier is reduced. Should give that some thought

Motorola : Prefer to talk of EMC backoff, rather than introducing SAR to specifications, this is outwith RAN4 experience.

Qualcomm : Intention is not to have backoff  reduction stated, just that this is taken into account for reporting purposes.
Way forward : Note the contribution for future work
Channel spacing

Proposal that for release 10 only nominal spacing is used to minimise IOT testing, rather than allow smaller spacing on 300kHz raster.

Huawei : Concern on roaming UE that uses different carrier spacing. If there is an IOT test requirement, perhaps some additional test could be added there. Prefer not to remove this sentence
Ericsson : Assumes this sentence is in the informative part of the specification. Need to be clear in release 10 normative part that requirements are for one spacing only. 

Nokia : Intention is not to change the requirements for rel10, but add that deployments are only allowed for nominal spacing.  How does Docomo propose to specify this

Docomo : Normative part.

Huawei : Want to keep the sentence below the table, they are OK to add the new sentence.

Mediatek : More operators would be needed to change this, it was a long discussion

Way forward : Not agreed in adhoc, needs to be reviewed by full RAN4 plenary session
