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Title: 
Agenda for AH meeting on BS specification improvements
Document for:
Approval
An ad hoc meeting on BS specification improvement will be held on Thursday evening 18.30 – 19.30.
Participants: Ericsson, Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent, Nokia Networks, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, Vodafone
Summary:
1. BS Spec improvements – many of the proposals in tdoc R4-151349 are now approved
2. Correction CRs
3. TC with high PSD
4. SC Corrections

5. MB TC corrections

6. TX IM
7. RF BW corrections
Key to document handling:

To ‘Return to’ in the plenary, or to be revised 

Reminder
Agreed by the ad hoc
BS spec improvements proposals
R4-151349
BS Spec improvements: Alignment and corrections to BS conformance testing specifications





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Discussion around several issues that need to be aligned or corrected across BS conformance specifications.

Discussion: 

Huawei: We support this activity.

Nokia Networks: We agree on mots of these points. Where is the referrfed excel sheet?

Ericsson: It was sent last time by mail. We will re-send.

R&S: We support this work. shall we do the same also for UE spec?

Proposal 1: Introduce the symbol BWmax for maximum radio bandwidth and use it across the specifications. Approved
Proposal 2: Introduce symbol BWtot for total RF bandwidth and use it across the specifications. Approved
Proposal 3: Replace the term RF Bandwidth with the term BS RF bandwidth and use it together with the symbol BWRF where applicable. Approved
Proposal 4: Replace the term maximum RF bandwidth with the term maximum BS RF bandwidth, and use it together with the symbol BWRF,max where applicable. Approved
Proposal 5: Avoid using any other formulations related to bandwidth except the defined terms.  Approved
Proposal 6: Delete the maximum output power Pmax in TS 36.141 and TS 37.141 Approved
Proposal 7: Change Pmax to Pmax,c in TS 25.141 Approved
Ericsson: fix also the space in the Pmax, c in 36.141.

Proposal 8: Change PRAT in TS 25.141 and TS 36.141 in Prated,c Approved
Proposal 9: Introduce the symbol Prated,t for Total Rated Output Power and always use it across the specifications. Approved with changes
Huawei prefers Rated Total Output Power – argument is that existing definition points to the sum of rated output powers per carrier.

Proposal 10: Change in 36.141 and 37.141 the BS RF Bandwidth definition as "The bandwidth in which a Base Station simultaneously transmits and/or simultaneously receives multiple carriers simultaneously within each supported operating band." Approved
Proposal 11: Delete definitions for Upper Edge and Lower Edge. Approved
Proposal 12: Merge the steps in the test procedure for multi-band BS. Approved
Huawei: info about the termination shall be part of the first step in the MB procedure

Proposal 13: Rephrase the “multiple bands mapped at the separated antenna connector” and “multi-band BS with separate antenna connector”

Huawei: refer to “single-band antenna connectors”. 

Alcatel-Lucent: band antenna mapping is important – we should not remove this flexibility

Huawei: will address Alcatel-Lucent comment in a future proposal
Decision: 

The document was Noted . Approved proposals to be implemented in future CRs
Corrections CRs
R4-152418
BS Spec improvements: TS 25.104 Corrections (revision of 1350)





25.104
  CR-0698  (Rel-11) v11.10.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Corrections and alignment with other similar specifications

Discussion: 

Chair: Isolated impact analysis is missing.   

Decision: 

The document was Noted.



R4-152419
BS Spec improvements: TS 25.141 Corrections (revision of 1351)





25.141
  CR-0716  (Rel-11) v11.10.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Corrections and alignment with other similar specifications

Discussion: 

Chair: Isolated impact analysis is missing.   
Decision: 

The document was Noted.



TC with high PSD and MB TC corrections

R4-151631
Corrections on MB TC (ETC4 & ETC5) in TS 36.141





36.141
  CR-0724  (Rel-11) v11.11.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This contribution is a CR that clarifies the text formulation in the MB test configurations ETC4 and ETC5 to avoid misinterpretation.

Discussion: 

Nokia Networks: We need to agree first the test case need

Ericsson: How those are related? This is in line with agreed NC aspects. This is only related to CA.

Nokia Networks: We need to discuss further offline.

NN: operators are not ok with Ericssons CR, see tdoc 1631, 1670

DoCoMo: not clear what is the change in the Ericsson CRs

Ericsson: ETCs and NTCs are used only for carrier placement.

DoCoMo: why we do not test in NC operation?

Vodafone: we need more time

Decision: 

The document was Noted.


R4-151632
Corrections on MB TC (ETC4 & ETC5) in TS 36.141





36.141
  CR-0725  (Rel-12) v12.7.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This is a Cat-A CR for R4-151631 that clarifies the text formulation in the MB test configurations ETC4 and ETC5 to avoid misinterpretation.

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was Withdrawn.
R4-152432
Corrections on MB TC (TC7a and TC7b) in TS 37.141





37.141
  CR-0396  (Rel-11) v11.11.0





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

This contribution is a CR that clarifies the text formulation in the MB-MSR test configurations TC7a and TC7b to avoid misinterpretation.

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was NOTED

R4-151809
Clarification of multi-band test configuration with high PSD per carrier





25.141
  CR-0718  (Rel-11) v11.10.0





Source: Nokia Networks

Discussion: 

NTT DOCOMO: We don’t agree with this. NC test is required.
Vodafone: It is good to clarify.

Nokia Networks: This is based on feedback from other companies.

Alcatel-Lucent: If the operators want to have the test they could provide a WI or work under TEI under certain release.
Ericsson: We think NC operation should be tested. It is already tested. There is no WI needed for that. We have lot of issues not tested today.
Nokia Networks: In last meeting we supported to have this test case but based on comments from other companies we changed the CR. NC operation is tested in single band.

Decision: 

The document was Noted

NN: current text is not clear. It opens for different interpretations.
Huawei: agree that text is not clear

Ericsson: agree that is unclear. We need to work on this. We have CRs with other proposals.

SC corrections
R4-152422
Some corrections related to single carrier requirements





36.104
  CR-0648  (Rel-11) v11.11.0





Source: ZTE,Alcatel-Lucent,Tejet

Abstract: 

CR for TS36.104 Rel-11. The definitions of lower/upper edge were updated to consider single-carrier operation and used the “lower/upper edge”  instead of “Base Station RF bandwidth or radio bandwidth edges” in the corresponding requirements .In addition, some other mistakes were also corrected.

Discussion: Huawei: we need more time to check
Decision: 

The document was Return to.


R4-152423
Some corrections related to single carrier requirements





36.141
  CR-0722  (Rel-11) v11.11.0





Source: ZTE,Alcatel-Lucent,Tejet

Abstract: 

CR for TS36.141 Rel-11. The definitions of lower/upper edge were updated to consider single-carrier operation and used the “lower/upper edge”  instead of “Base Station RF bandwidth or maximum radio bandwidth edges” in the corresponding requirements .In addition, some other mistakes were also corrected.

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was Return to.

TX IM
R4-151500
On the interfering signal level for Transmitter intermodulation





Source: ZTE, Tejet

Abstract: 

In this paper, we give our understandings for the issue of how to interpret the mean power of interfering signal level when the wanted signal is multi-carrier for transmitter intermodulation and provide some proposals on this issue.

Proposal 1: The change for the mean power definition is proposed as follow:

Mean power: When applied to E-UTRA transmission this is the power measured in the bandwidth of the carrier(s). The period of measurement shall be at least one subframe (1ms), unless otherwise stated.

Proposal 2: For the interpretation of transmitter intermodulation requirement for multi-carrier transmission, the interfering signal mean power shall be interpreted as 30 dB below the mean power of all the carriers.
Discussion: 

Huawei: Proposal 2 is the mean power of all carriers?
ZTE: Yes

Ericsson: We support the intention but we cannot agree with the proposals.
NTT DOCOMO: We need further discussion to change the definition.
Decision: 

The document was Revised in 2424
R4-152424
On the interfering signal level for Transmitter intermodulation





Source: ZTE, Tejet

Abstract: 

In this paper, we give our understandings for the issue of how to interpret the mean power of interfering signal level when the wanted signal is multi-carrier for transmitter intermodulation and provide some proposals on this issue.

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was [Noted]
Huawei: it is dangerous to change the definition of the mean power.
Ericsson: agree with Huawei, changing definitions is dangerous. Need to work out another solutions. 

DoCoMo: agree with Proposal 1. We need to clarify first the interf . level.
Huawei: to toughen the requirement may lead to troubles for smaller devices.

R4-151476
Clarification of Interfering signal level for TX IM requirement





Source: NTT DOCOMO INC.

Abstract: 

Type supplement: other

For: Approval

Proposal 1: Definition of “Mean power” should be changed to be able to include a number of carriers (multi-carrier or aggregated carrier) cases.
Discussion: 

ZTE: Proposal is basically in line with our proposal with slight differences.

Ericsson: We need to find a better way to capture the definition.

Decision: 

The document was Noted
RF BW corrections
R4-152430
Some corrections related to RF bandwidth edge





37.104
  CR-0256  (Rel-11) v11.11.0





Source: ZTE,Tejet

Abstract: 

CR for TS37.104 Rel-11. Corrected the definition of “Lower/Upper RF bandwidth edge” to “Lower(Upper) edge”  which aligns with the similar definition in TS 36.104 and use the “lower/upper edge”  instead of “Base Station RF bandwidth or radio bandwidth” in the texts for all the corresponding requirements.In addition, some other mistakes were also corrected.

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was [Not Adress].



R4-152431
Some corrections related to RF bandwidth edge





37.141
  CR-0394  (Rel-11) v11.11.0





Source: ZTE,Tejet

Abstract: 

CR for TS37.141 Rel-11. Corrected the definition of “Lower/Upper RF bandwidth edge” to “Lower(Upper) edge”  which aligns with the similar definition in TS 36.104 and use the “lower/upper edge”  instead of “Base Station RF bandwidth or radio bandwidth” in the texts for all the corresponding requirements.In addition, some other mistakes were also corrected.

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was [Not Adress].
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Any other business

None
14
Close of the meeting

Meeting was closed at 19:05 on Thursday 23 Apr, 2015.
