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Introduction
Manufacturers can use harmonised standards to prove that products or services comply with the technical requirements of the relevant law in European Union. Harmonised standards establish technical specifications which are considered suitable or sufficient in order to comply with the technical requirements given in EU legislation.
European Harmonised Standard (HS) [1][2] is developed starting from the 3GPP Conformance testing specifications, by reusing a limited number of requirements. TFES is the task force responsible for developing HS under the RED Directive(2014/53/EU), for members of the IMT family.
During the process of editing the HS several issues were pointed out by the European Commission representatives, which we try to describe in this document. Such issues are currently hindering a good alignment between 3GPP conformance testing specifications and HS and it would be advisable to be corrected directly in 3GPP. Many of them are also in direct relation to ETSI and 3GPP drafting rules, while some others are related to the relevance of the specifications for the regulations and compliance in different markets/countries. 
The intention with this contribution is to start an initiative to clean-up the BS Core/Conformance testing specifications, aligning them well to the 3GPP drafting rules, but also removing unclarities/interpretations in the way the requirements/limits are formulated. 
Discussion based of examples
Manufacturer declarations. 
From the legal perspective, and as indicated by the EC representative, manufacturer declarations are not adequate since they give freedom to the manufacturer to declare parameters that can modify the testing results. In this sense all declarations that are made only for the purpose of testing are problematic. The concept “intended use of the equipment” is much more preferred. The suggested solution coming from the EC Desk Officer is to introduce in the HS the statement “All the parameters declared by the manufacturer shall correspond to the intended use of the equipment”. We also suggest introducing this statement in the 3GPP conformance specifications and also establish a clear framework for introduction of further manufacturer declarations in the specification. Eventually, clarify which of the manufacturer declarations are also included in the technical documentation of the radio equipment, what is public information vs. what is restricted information.
Equivalent connectors or beams
For Hybrid AAS BS, if a number of single-band TAB connectors, or multi-band TAB connectors have been declared equivalent (D.32 TS 37.145-1), only a representative one is necessary to be tested to demonstrate conformance. A manufacturer declared equivalence limits the test range to one representative port (TAB connector), so this choice allows the manufacturer to influence test results. In addition, a presumption of compliance cannot be founded on a single TAB connector measurement, as no proof of compliance is created by a equivalence declaration. Similar issue for the case when beams have been declared equivalent and parallel (see table 4.10-1, D9.12, D9.13 in TS 37.145-2), only a representative beam is necessary to demonstrate conformance.
Reverberation chamber as an alternative method. 
The current formulation got the feedback that a choice is given without guidance. From a regulatory perspective two methods are equivalent if they provide the same outcome, for example if the EUT has passed or not the test. It is important to get assurances that the various methods proposed (especially OTA methods) are equivalent in terms of accuracy and reproducibility and reflect the state of the art. This is to ensure that the different methods lead to comparable test results for establishing compliance. For this reason we need to start a discussion on the equivalence of different methods mentioned in the specifications and clarify this for the reader. The TR 37.941 contains most of the arguments, but further work is needed to solve this problem of equivalence among the methods. 
Normal and Extreme Conditions
“Normal conditions” is not defined term, and it is not clear what conditions it refers to. In the “normal test environment” we specify conditions for test environment, which is a complete different information than “normal operation” of the BS. The term “normal conditions” is also used in the core specs, without proper definition. Same holds for “extreme conditions”. We should instead refer to “normal test environment” and “extreme test environment”. Definition of these test environments and the relation to the “intended use” (real operating conditions of the BS) needs to be clarified as well. 
RF configurations
The term RF configuration is not defined. In MSR BS specifications the clause on manufacturer declarations was named “Manufacturer declarations of supported RF configuration”, but we did not continue with the same name of the clause in NR and AAS specs. Instead, we mixed in the same table RF and RRM related declarations. This creates confusions when we reference the RF configurations in the context. We need to clarify the use of terms as: “BS configuration”, “any transmitter setting”, “all transmission modes”, “all the configurations supported by the BS”, “configuration in normal operation”, and similar.
Connectors, RIBS or BS?
A scan of the specifications reveals the use of “connectors”, “TAB connectors”, “RIB” and “BS” when referring to the applicability of a requirement. See especially the notes in the OBUE tables in different specifications, where requirement are applicable sometimes per BS, but in reality they apply per each connector (as for BS Type 1-C), or per “TAB connector TX min cell group” or per RIB in the case of OTA OBUE. We need to clarify how many connectors or RIBs fall under the requirement scope, if the BS has a configuration involving multiple cells/bands/antenna arrays. From a regulatory perspective this aspect is very important and the current formulation got negative feedback from the EC representatives.
Terms and Definitions
There is a significant inconsistence between the definition of similar terms for AAS BS and NR BS, but even with the other BS specification. This needs immediate review. 
Usage of confusing words/expressions
In the next table we present the issues when using different words, most of them appearing in the specifications today. In the second column possible mitigation is suggested.

	corresponding 
	The word corresponding might lead to interpretation as an arbitrary choice to be carried out by the manufacturer. Check that correspondence is well described, pointing to a precise clause or another reference. Eventually, change to “indicated” in some places.

	Unless otherwise stated
	Introduces confusion about where is the place where the exception exists. Better to indicate the reference to the exceptions.

	requirement
	Requirement is to stay above/below a “limit” under specific “conditions”. "Limits shall apply" or "requirement shall apply" is the correct form

	appropriate
	Avoid the use of adjectives such as "appropriate", "suitable", "apposite", "proper", "applicable", “relevant” or other synonymous and “sufficient” in the definitions of requirements or elements/components without to referring to a known or well-defined choice.
When these adjectives don't offer a precise and testable requirement, they give the manufacturers the choice to control or manipulate the result or procedure based on the different "appropriate" elements used.

	suitable
	

	apposite
	

	proper
	

	applicable
	

	relevant
	

	sufficient
	

	level
	Search for “level”. Its occurrence is sometimes used as “basic level” or “test level”.
replace “maximum level” with “limit” where appropriate
Use "limits" instead of "test limits" or "test value", etc. Also, in the tables where “maximum values” appear instead, it should be written "limits."

	test value
	

	test limit
	

	maximum value
	

	higher than the values in
	Replace all the unprecise phrase occurrences to define a limit as “higher than the values in table” with “limits in table”

	declared by manufacturer
	Avoid the use of "declared by manufacturer" or any similar phrases as "manufacturer's declaration", “manufacturer declared..” , etc. “Intended use” has to be preferred to “intended use as declared by the manufacturer” (or similar wording).




Proposals
Proposal: Initiate a task force in RAN4 to improve the BS specification involving clarifications as described above, removal of controversial and confusing statements and editorial changed to align with 3GPP drafting rules.
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