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Document for:
Information
Companies present
TeliaSonera, Nokia Corporation, Ericsson, Motorola Mobility, NTT DOCOMO, Telecom Italia, Qualcomm,  Orange, Vodafone, Softbank, Intel, E-Access, Huawei, ZTE,  Samsung,  T-Mobile USA, CMCC, KT, NSN, Broadcom,  NII, NEC, China Telecom, CATT, KDDI, MediaTek, DT
Agenda (Time 18:30 to 20:30)
· Treat inputs under agenda: “4.2.1.1 UE-UE co-existence” for that subject B42/B43 coexistence
10 inputs ( max 30 minutes

· Discuss/agree WF options ( max 60 minutes
· Discuss WF for B42 CA WID  ( max 30 minutes
Background information

We have only two meetings in order to finalize that issue. After Re-12 NS value may be no longer possible to use and RB restriction will be needed. B43 is so far only used in Region 1. 
Decision is needed to close all the B42 issues including CA in that band
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Inputs to that subject
R4-142799
Discussion on Band 42/43 UE co-existence





Source: KT

Abstract: 

This contribution discusses UE co-existence issue between Band 42 and Band 43.

Discussion:
Decision:  

The document was Noted



R4-143251
B42 and B43 UE co-existence





Source: TeliaSonera, Telefonica, Deutsche Telekom

Abstract: 

For B42 and B43 UE co-existence a WF was agreed in [1] suggesting that new spurious emission values need to be defined with AMPR and NS signaling. This input discusses and suggests UE-coexistence values for unsynchronized operation of B42 and B43in Europe with dedicated NS signaling. First the acceptable spurious emission level has to be decided and from that necessary AMPR for different channel BWs and center frequencies has to be computed.

Discussion:
Decision: 

The document was Noted



R4-143277
Further discussion on B42 and B43 UE-UE coexistence





Source: CMCC

Abstract: 

This contribution further discussed B42 and B43 UE-UE coexistence issue and proposed the way forward. 

Discussion:
Ericsson: Does China Mobile prefers RB restriction compared to AMPR?

CMCC: Yes
KT: KT prefers RB restriction

Decision: 

The document was Noted



R4-143662
WF on Band 42/43 co-existence and CA_Band 42C WI





Source: CATT

Discussion:
Decision: 

The document was Withdrawn



R4-143731
WF on Band 42/43 co-existence and CA_Band 42C WI





Source: CATT

Discussion:
KT: we support WF 1 and 3. WE may need stricter requirement than -15.5/5MHz
Decision: 

The document was Noted
R4-143355
B42/43 UE-to-UE co-existence considerations





Source: Nokia Corporation

Abstract: 

In this document A-MPR simulation results for B42/43 co-existence are provided.

Discussion:
Decision: 

The document was Noted
R4-142982
UE co-existence





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

 This contribution discusses UE co-existence 

Discussion:
Intel: We do not agree with these simulation assumptions. These are pessimistic results.
E///: In our simulations all UEs are not transmitting all the same time, we consider activity factor.

Huawei: There are difference between these results and deterministic simulation results
E///: These were not pessimistic simulations instead some form of Monte Carlo was used.

Vodafone: We should look at the worst case and understand what is the penalty. We should not look that this a special case. WE need to think improving terminals. Not all the penalty should be for terminals, instead shared pain should be used. It is not reasonable to leave all the pain to operators.
Decision: 

The document was Noted
Way forward
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We observe:

•

For unsynchronized operation the BS-to-BS  seems to be a main limitation for 

coexistence, see ECC report 203

•

We have seen aggressor to victim simulation results for  UE-to-UE with different results 

suggesting that -15.5 dBm/5MHz is sufficient and that it is not

•

For B42 and B43 the same operator is victim (DL ) and is aggressor (UL).  Clearly than 

we like to balance the DL and UL limitations. There are no simulations how much we 

lose traffic in the UL due to this restriction

We need to balance


WF for B42/B43 coexistence:

Chair: What range do you like to see for -15.5 dBm/5MHz, 25MHz or 30 MHz
Qualcomm: 30 MHz
Vodafone: If we agree 20 or 30, what is the emission level?

Docomo: we should first discuss -15.5 or -23 dBm/5MHz limit

Chair : who wants to specify -15.5 dBm/5MHz

Qualcomm, CMCC, Huawei, CATT, ZTE, Broadcom, NII, Mediatek
Chair: who wants to specify -23 dBm/5MHz

Ericsson, Vodafone, DT, KT
Chair: who wants lower than -23 dBm/5MHz

No one

Chair: it would be good to agree a range for the emission limits and companies can provide A-MPR results for next meeting. Can we have 2 A-MPR tables and 2 NS-values and operator can choose which NS to signal?
Intel: Some operators do not want A-MPR and we also like to specify RB restrictions
Chair: In the WF we agreed to introduced A-MPR, so let’s stick with WF

CATT: you mentioned to keep the WF, which WF?

Chair: Docomo WF (R4-142510) from last meeting

Vodafone: if there is an operator which do not want to use A-MPR 

Ericsson: UEs have to tested anyway with A-MPR or with RB restriction
Chair: Can we agree 25 or 30 MHz range for the first SEM region
CMCC: We have a choice to use RB restrictions. You are considering to have 2 A-MPR tables?

Chair: that was just an idea that different operator can choose the A-MPR table. Would this be ok?

Chair: can we agree 25 or 30 MHz range before agreeing the level. Is anybody against 30 MHz?

NII: when we discuss 25 vs 30 do we have some allocations to talk to. Nokia simulations show that there is not much difference for 25 or 30 MHz offset?

Chair: Can Nokia estimate the A-MPR different between 25 or 30 MHz offset for – 40 dBm

Nokia: 30 MHz offset and -40 dBm limit a few dBs A-MPR are needed

Ericsson the slide 3 which have 4 different options can be input for next meeting to produce simulation results of A-MPR
Chair : is this ok for everybody

Qualcomm:  can we narrow down more, our preference is -15.5 with 30 MHz offset to -40 dBm
Ericsson prefers the most stringent requirement -23 with 25 MHz offset to – 40 dBm

NII we need to make progress. We want to see new NS created. Range and level can be in brackets. This enables to develop UEs and manufacturers are aware that restrictions and A-MPR is coming.

Huawei how did you come up with this -23 dBm value

Chair it came from Ericsson paper

Huawei so this is from one company input, we have this -15.5 and UE in the field and no reports that this limit is a problem. Why we change this limit based on one company input?

Chair: we should clarify that operators do not need to use un-sync operation

Ericsson: -23 dBm / 5 M is a compromise from our – 40 dBm / 1 M requirement in offline discussions

CMCC: -23 is reopening the UE to UE discussion in RAN4. 
Qualcomm: we will have same device for sync and non-sync case these limits are important and issues are not uncoupled
Docomo we cannot say that -15.5 or -23 is correct because all requirements are correct under certain conditions

China Telecom: field test in China show that UE can perform better than -15.5 and there were co-ex issues in some cases
Chair: provide simulation results for A-MPR based on slide 3 which was shown in Ad-Hoc.

WF on spurious emission levels and AMPR simulations: The group decided to consider the following four cases for further discussion on B42/B43 UE-coexistence:
1. -15.5dBm/5MHz at 5MHz offset from the aggressor over a 25 MHz region
-40dBm/MHz at 30 MHz offset from the aggressor to the end of the band 
2. -15.5dBm/5MHz at 5MHz offset from the aggressor over a 20 MHz region
-40dBm/MHz at 25 MHz offset from the aggressor to the end of the band
3. -23dBm/5MHz at 5MHz offset from the aggressor over a 25 MHz region

-40dBm/MHz at 30 MHz offset from the aggressor to the end of the band
4. -23dBm/5MHz at 5MHz offset from the aggressor over a 20 MHz region
-40dBm/MHz at 25 MHz offset from the aggressor to the end of the band
Companies are invited to perform simulation of needed AMPR for those cases. The decision on which case(s) shall be used for NS/AMPR signalling could be based on balancing DL interference to victim UEs and UL AMPR levels needed for the aggressor.
· AMPR simulations for single carrier and CA

· No Tx RF filter is considered for that simulations

· The offset for which no AMPR is needed should be computed

· From 0 to 5 MHz no spectrum emission will be defined in the NS_xx table

WF for B42 CA WID:
If we can not agree on the emission levels which are needed for the AMPR calculation. We need still an agreeable WF on how to handle B42 CA WID as this has to be closed in Rel-12 which means September plenary

R4-142786
UE to UE co-existence between B42/B43





36.101
  CR-2312  (Rel-10) v..





Source: NTT DOCOMO, INC.

Abstract: 

The CR is to modify the current B42/B43 co-existence requirements. 

Discussion:
Chair: is this approach ok for the group?
Intel: ok but we want to have values TBD and not in brackets as we know that -50 will not be the value.

Softbank: CATT and Docomo had discussion on this CR. What was the outcome?

CATT: Are 4 options ok to simulate for companies here

Chair: We should study all 4 options but it is up to the companies for which case they supply simulation results, we need this CR as a place holder

Huawei: Shall we provide 4 A-MPR results or 2 A-MPR results for the next meeting

Nokia: In our understanding we provide results for all 4 cases and then select 1 or 2 out of those

CATT: Ssince this CR is very detailed in discussion we should first agree the high level issues. In our paper there are high level options listed. 
Docomo: we have a new TDoc number so this CR will be revised in any case.

NII: key in this CR is to get NS values into 36.101

Vodafone: one solution could be to specify only NS without values in this meeting and commit that we will have values in next meeting

Broadcom: In past it has been discussed whether it is possible to introduce NS to legacy band. This band seems not to have many terminals we can do it. For old bands which have many UE deployed we cannot introduce NS.
Vodafone: We have concerns to leave A-MPR to TBD and companies willingness to provide simulation results. We cannot agree CR without emission values.

Ericsson Somebody want to close CA, some have concerns to have TBD. What if we introduce now the NS place holders then we can close CA WI. Once we have CA A-MPR it goes to REL-12 specifications. 
Nokia: Ehat if we put -50 dBm/MHz in brackets and introduce NS placeholders for single carrier and CA. Then in next meeting we will agree the emission limit and A-MPR based on simulation input from companies (slide3)

CATT: We need to discuss here high level issues

Vodafone: If we agree the CR from docomo having -50 in brackets and NS place holders. 

Chair  docomo will take the lead on CR
CATT we will talk to Docomo about the CR and cannot agree here who will take lead on CR.

Decision: 

The document was Revised in R4-144042.



R4-142792
UE to UE co-existence between B42/B43





36.101
  CR-2313  (Rel-11) v..





Source: NTT DOCOMO, INC.

Abstract: 

The CR is a category A CR.  It is submitted to modify the current B42/B43 co-existence requirements. 

Discussion:
Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



R4-142793
UE to UE co-existence between B42/B43





36.101
  CR-2314  (Rel-12) v..





Source: NTT DOCOMO, INC.

Abstract: 

The CR is a category A CR.   It is submitted to modify the current B42/B43 co-existence requirements

Discussion:
Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



UL AMPR

DL interference

We observe:

For unsynchronized operation the BS-to-BS  seems to be a main limitation for coexistence, see ECC report 203

We have seen aggressor to victim simulation results for  UE-to-UE with different results suggesting that -15.5 dBm/5MHz is sufficient and that it is not

For B42 and B43 the same operator is victim (DL ) and is aggressor (UL).  Clearly than we like to balance the DL and UL limitations. There are no simulations how much we lose traffic in the UL due to this restriction

We need to balance





20MHz E-UTRA

-15.5dBm/5MHz

OR

-23dBm/5MHz

-30dBm/MHz

NS_xx with AMPR for:

1. -15.5dBm/5MHz OR -23dBm/5MHz at 5MHz offset 

	 First indication shows that this will increase max AMPR by ~3 dB	

2. -30dBm/MHz at 25MHz offset

	 No extra AMPR needed to reach that requirement	

3. -40dBm/MHz at xMHz offset

	 No extra AMPR needed to reach that requirement

---------------------

The offset for which no AMPR is needed has to be computed

From 0 to 5 MHz no spectrum emission will be defined in the NS_xx table

No Tx RF filter is considered

B7/B38 co-existence considered -15.5 dBm/5MHz over 25 MHz + 5 MHz offset

The conversion factor between 5 to 1 MHz is ~7dB
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20MHz E-UTRA

-15.5dBm/5MHz

OR

-23dBm/5MHz

-40dBm/MHz

NS_xx with AMPR for:

1. -15.5dBm/5MHz OR -23dBm/5MHz at 5MHz offset 

	 First indication shows that this will increase max AMPR by ~3 dB	

2. -40dBm/MHz at 30 OR 25MHz offset

	 First indication shows that this will increase max AMPR by ~2 dB	



---------------------

The offset for which no AMPR is needed has to be computed

From 0 to 5 MHz no spectrum emission will be defined in the NS_xx table

No Tx RF filter is considered

B7/B38 co-existence considered -15.5 dBm/5MHz over 25 MHz + 5 MHz offset

The conversion factor between 5 to 1 MHz is ~7dB
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