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Summary of the MCBTS telco # 4

1  Date

June 11th 2008.

2 Participants
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Mats Samuelsson
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Wang Zhixi
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Jim Wu

Nokia Siemens Networks
Juergen Hofmann

Nortel



Thomas Chatelet

Vodafone


Leo Patanapongpibul

ZTE



Wang Dong

3 Proposed Agenda

1 Approval of agenda 

2 Topics related to the lower level relaxations 

2.1 Remaining issues related to TS 45.005 

2.2 Issues related to TS 51.021 

2.3 Issues related to TR 45.050 

2.4 Other topics 

3 Topics related to the higher level relaxations 

3.1 Status and general way forward 

3.2 Issues related to TS 45.005 

3.3 Issues related to TS 51.021 

3.4 Issues related to TR 45.050 

3.5 Other topics 

4 Other topics
4 Discussions

4.1 Approval of agenda

The proposed agenda was approved.

4.2 Agenda item 2.1
Ericsson presented “GP-08xxxx_CR45.005_MCBTS_Cl2”, a CR to TS 45.005. In section 4.2.1 (Spectrum due to the modulation and wideband noise), a bandwidth extension by 200 kHz is suggested for the measurement of the spectrum mask for frequency offsets larger than 6 MHz from the carriers. Furthermore two values are proposed for the number of exceptions reaching up to –36 dBm, one for the MCBTS class 1 and one for class 2. In addition, values are defined for the spurious emissions and intermodulation attenuation requirements for MCBTS class 2. However, within this agenda item, only the parts concerning the lower level relaxations were treated. 

Nokia Siemens Networks pointed out that the measurement bandwidths in 4.2.1 and 4.3.2.1 are not aligned and stated that a clarification is required for the in-band measurements that could be similar to that outside the transmit band, namely by stating that the less stringent requirement shall be applied. Ericsson agreed on such an alignment and asked Nokia Siemens Networks what details need to be aligned. After a clarification by Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson agreed that the proposal is a relevant point. Alcatel-Lucent asked for a clarification if this change is related to this CR proposal only or to the MCBTS class in general. Nokia Siemens Networks answered that this inconsistency is due to the aggregated spectrum mask and announced to deliver a proposal for the wording.

Alcatel-Lucent presented “MCBTS_Telco_04_Simplification_of_Spectrum_Mask_Alcatel

-Lucent”, a discussion paper in which a simplified spectrum mask is proposed. The simplification is achieved by removing a split of the frequency band below and above 6 MHz offset from the carriers.

Ericsson pointed out that the 10 log (N) formula was intended to limit the impact from the wideband noise and stated that the proposal would lead to a relaxation of the wideband noise. Alcatel-Lucent agreed that this concern is valid in principle, however emphasized that there will be problems to find a suited alternative, especially by defining a number of exceptions reaching up to –36 dBm outside at  frequency offsets higher than 6 MHz from the carriers. While Alcatel-Lucent stated that their simulations have always been done assuming an IM relaxation to –70 dBc not depending on the frequency offset, Ericsson stated that their network simulations have been done assuming the current specification that includes the split of the frequency band below and above 6 MHz offset from the carriers. Alcatel-Lucent then proposed to leave that point open. Nokia Siemens Networks further emphasized that more discussion is needed, also due to the inconsistency regarding the measurement bandwidths for the wideband noise and the spurious emissions. In order to deal with these topics, Alcatel-Lucent proposed to carry out a follow-up discussion by e-mail. In addition, the date of the next MCBTS telco (# 5) was discussed. The date was fixed to July 1st.

Due to these discussions, Alcatel-Lucent did not present “GP-08xxxx_CR45.005_Alcatel-Lucent” because this CR proposal shows the mask definition as suggested in the discussion paper mentioned before.

4.3 Agenda item 2.2
Ericsson presented “GP-08xxxx_CR51.021-rev 1_MCBTS”, a CR proposal to TS 51.021 and concentrated on the changes implemented since the last GERAN meeting.

Nokia Siemens Networks thanked for the elaboration of the lengthy CR and raised the following two points: First, in 6.12, the test should include the change of the bandwidth by 200 kHz (as proposed in the CR to TS 45.005, as mentioned above) and secondly sub-clause 6.6.2.6.2 g) should be clarified concerning the frequency allocations of the carriers. Concerning the latter topic, Nokia Siemens Networks stated that the current definition could be seen in two ways, namely either that a part of the carriers has to be placed on bottom and the other ones on top or that all carriers have to be placed either at bottom or at top. Alcatel-Lucent stated that in sub-clause 4.10.10, the measurement procedure for unequal power distribution will lead to different total output power and also recognized a wrong measurement bandwidth in sub-clause 6.7.2 (for frequency offsets between 1.2 and 1.8 MHz from the carriers, both the carrier and the IM products should be measured with 30 kHz).

4.4 Agenda item 2.3

Ericsson presented “GP-08xxxx_MCBTS_system impact simulations_v4”, a proposal to be used as basis for the Annex to TR 45.050.

Huawei stated that in Table 3, the last two scenarios are the same except the BTS power and the antenna gain and asked about the impact of these differences. Furthermore, according to Huawei the impact on micro cells is large.

Ericsson then presented “GP-08xxxx_MCBTS Simulations in urban scenario”, a discussion paper that is the same as presented at the GERAN # 38 meeting, except the conclusion in chapter 4 on page 19 in the second paragraph where it is stated now that there is low impact on the system level.

Huawei asked for an explanation of the impacted area in case of home networks.

Huawei presented “Telco4_MCBTS_Impact of IM relax”, a discussion paper that comes to the conclusion that the relaxation from –80 dBc to –70 dBc has negligible impact while the impact of the relaxation to –60 dBc is not evidently negligible, and further investigation is required.

ZTE asked how the conclusion was obtained, especially in section 2.3 and in Figure 4 and how the value of 60 % was derived below Figure 4. These questions were answered by Huawei. Nokia Siemens Networks asked for a clarification of the propagation model, for a reference for the used model and why an omni-site was assumed for the victim cell. Huawei explained that the Volcano model was used because this was seen as most accurate for the given scenario. Huawei furthermore announced to deliver more information about that model by e-mail. Ericsson’s view was that in the document, one of the worst cases was picked out and that this is not as crucial as presented in the document. After that, Huawei and Ericsson discussed if one cell or the whole network has to be focussed on. ZTE furthermore asked if all interferences from the aggressor network were considered.

Ericsson presented “GP-080630_GSM-R_impact analysis_revised”, a discussion paper about investigations of GSM-R impact from BTS IM relaxations. This is an update of the last document for that topic and a power level of 43 dBm was used in the simulations for the consistency with former documents. The document was noted.

4.5 Agenda item 2.4

Vodafone asked about the status of the discussions with Deutsche Bahn concerning the protection of GSM-R, especially concerning the MCBTS class 2. Alcatel-Lucent answered that since the last GERAN meeting, Deutsche Bahn was informed about the CR approved at the GERAN meeting but no discussions have taken place until now about the MCBTS class 2. Furthermore, from both sides, the intention was expressed  to continue the discussions as soon as possible. Vodafone proposed to include also other parties in the discussions about measures to protect GSM-R. Alcatel-Lucent stated that Deutsche Bahn will be asked again to increase the circle of companies involved in the discussions.

Furthermore, Vodafone started a discussion if the MCBTS class is defined in a proper way or if there might be misunderstandings during the regulatory process. The view from Nokia Siemens Networks was that the current specification is sufficient to describe the properties (one active component for several carriers). Other features will also show the difference to multiple single carrier transceivers (e.g. price, power consumption).

4.6 Agenda item 3.1

Ericsson presented “GP-08xxxx_Align with UMTS”, a discussion paper dealing with aspects and considerations when aligning some RF performance to UMTS requirements.

ZTE asked for a clarification of Figure 4 which was done by Ericsson.

4.7 Agenda item 3.2

Ericsson presented “GP-08xxxx_CR45.005_MCBTS_Cl2”, a CR to TS 45.005, with focus on the parts specific to the higher level relaxations.

The document was noted.

4.8 Agenda items 3.3 and 3.4

No inputs.

4.9 Agenda item 3.5

Vodafone asked if the unequal power distribution leads to a limitation of the power control range. Ericsson stated that this is not intended. Nokia Siemens Networks agreed that the point raised by Vodafone is valid and that power steps for the carrier balancing should be taken into account.

4.10 Agenda item 3.5

No inputs.

4.11 Agenda item 4

The next MCBTS telco (# 5) was agreed to take place on July 1st at 9 am in UK, 10 am CEST and 4 pm in Bejijng.
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