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Lorenz opened the meeting with an upbeat note that we have we have demonstrated interest, shown with some degree of confidence that the Home Node B is feasible, and have achieved some agreement that changes to the RAN4 specifications to optimise Home (e)NodeB are required.  While all aspects are not complete, we should be in a position to submit the TR to RAN Plenary.

The meeting then proceeded to analyse the changes to the TR and to deal with the other documents submitted that related to re-structuring of TR.  Updates agreed in the meeting will be inserted into the TR and a new version submitted to the RAN4 meeting.

TR 25.820 Jeju Draft 

Initial comments

Han stated that the technical contributions from the companies may be inserted without editing into the TR as informative annexes; only the conclusions in the main body of the TR need to be agreed by the group as a whole.

Han also stated that a section on conclusions and a suggested way forward is required, which should be of the order of 1 paragraph of text.  This is important as it is the main aspect that RAN plenary is likely to examine.

Scope (1st section changed,)

The text is updated to reflect the agreements made so far and the editor’s comments were removed.  No comments were received, so this was taken as agreed by the group.

References (2nd section changed)

This was updated to include the list of all principal Tdocs.  No comments received, so this was taken as agreed by the group.

Introduction (3rd section changed)

It was noted that CSG (closed subscriber group) has become an accepted term in UMTS so references to “closed system” were updated to reflect this.

Han, commented that in SA1 the definition is not entirely clear if this refers to a closed group of cells or closed group of users, however, there was consensus that this potentially ambiguity didn’t impact RAN4 specifications.

Requirements (4th section changed)
The presentation switched to the structure and text proposals made by Julius where there was duplication with the updated TR. 
TR Structure proposal
Presented by Julius, this splits the TR into distinct,,separate parts for RAN2, RAN3 and RAN4 aspects.  The RAN4 parts is split into sections on high level requirements, deployment configurations, interference scenarios and home NodeB class definition, which provides clarity between requirement for the Home Node B concept, and the justification for a change in standards.

Julius noted that the NodeB class definition would be expanded to include any sections of the standard that may be changed; also, the MCL section might be logically included in the maximum power section.

Han suggested some textual changes would be needed, for example, RAN2 mostly relates to radio protocol aspects, while architecture spans more than RAN3, and a place may need to be found for non-radio aspects, eg,  from SA3.

Lorenz noted that, some high level requirements related to SA3 are captured in the high level requirements section when they have direct impact on RAN4 – eg. when to transmit.

There was general agreement that the structure proposal was acceptable and no objections.

Requirements text proposal,

This was presented by Julius.

Kimmo, commented that requirement #3 on “coverage and spectral efficiency” needs clarification about the conditions under which it should be met, for example, in an inter HNB interference scenario it might imply a “power war” that would just cause excess interference.  He also commented that requirement #6, about support of legacy UE should read as “shall” rather than “should.”

Han commented that there is a need for the coverage requirement in #3, but a comparison with other technologies is unnecessary – there was consensus on this.

Han also commented that there should be a requirement on inter-HNB performance.  There was general agreement that this should be included in requirement #3 with text along the lines “Home (e)NodeBs should provide a minimum level of coverage and spectral efficiencies that should also be met where multiple HNB are deployed in the same area.”
Peter suggested that the wording of section 5.1.1 #4 on the need for the HNB to radiate only when authorised should use the word “operates” rather than “installed” as it implies a continuous checking not a one off activity: will send text.  Lorenz suggested the already agreed wording on working assumptions be reused – which got consensus.

There was discussion about how to deal with requirements outside of the scope of RAN4 with inputs from Man, Han, Julius, Lorenz, Liyan, Tim and Howard, eg, support of emergency call, mechanism for localisation.  Consensus was to put editor’s notes in the document to cover these aspects in the RAN2, RAN3 and general sections that might later be replaced by text from the responsible groups.

Liyan noted that the speed limit in requirement should be 30 not 50kmph for consistency with other documents; agreed.

Deployment configurations text proposal
This was presented by Julius.  Lorenz questioned if is too much low level detail pertaining to EUTRAN RAN1 included in the partial channel sharing proposal, however, the consensus was that this was probably okay.

Liyan commented that the 5dB power limit for the co-channel fixed power configuration is too low.  The consensus, after discussion and comments by many parties, was that any suggested limits should go in the interference scenario section.

It was noted that the range of UE speeds to be supported should go in the requirements section and the corresponding frequency accuracy limit should go in the BS class definition.

RF related aspects in TR draft Jeju
This was presented by Lorenz.  Every requirement that has been mentioned is listed in a table, indicating if a change is required.

HNB class definition text proposal

This was presented by Julius.

Liyan questioned if we should discuss frequency accuracy?  The consensus was that we should as it impacts specs under RAN4 control.  Lorenz – suggested remove editors comments and putting a note to R3 work.  Lorenz will propose a way forward.

Some discussion of the detailed technical content was initiated by Liyan but the meeting ran out of time before consensus could be achieved.  Lorenz suggested that discussions be continued on the reflector.

Conclusion

Lorenz will update the text proposal considering the agreements on structure and text changes.

All contributors are encouraged to read the summary sections in the Informative Annexes to ensure the results of their tdocs are correctly captured

