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Summary of the MCBTS telco # 6
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3 Proposed Agenda

1 Approval of agenda

2 Issues related to simulations

3 Issues related to TS 45.005

4 Issues related to TS 51.021

5 Issues related to TR 45.050

6 Other topics

4 Discussions

4.1 Approval of agenda

The proposed agenda was approved.

4.2 Agenda item 2
Ericsson presented “Ericsson_Singlecell-analysis”. This contribution is based on similar models as in previous contributions, but with scenario assumptions aligned to telephone conference discussions. Previously, a full network was studied while in this contribution data is gathered from only a single microcell in the network, with a single macro BTS interferer. Ericsson draws the conclusion that the model where IM3 products from every frequency combination are limited to –60/70 dBc and then summed, shows a larger degradation than when the sum is limited. When combined with the spurious emission model of 25% probability, the impact is further reduced. Impact is largest on positions with a high average C/I.

Huawei stated that the investigations look reasonable and that it is not possible to have 100% of spurious emissions in all cases. Furthermore, Huawei asked if geographic data from a real city were used. Ericsson explained that the same model was used as before but that this model had been adapted. Huawei stated that the trend of the figures is similar to results from Huawei. CMCC requested a clarification if one user was assumed. According to Ericsson, the throughput for all MSs was taken into account. CMCC then emphasised that with one user only, the loss may be even lower. This was confirmed by Ericsson. Huawei proposed to base the simulations on one MS in one time slot. Ericsson agreed to use 1 time slot. Nortel then asked about the way how IM3 was simulated and requested if it was considered that IM3 is spurious emission with 3 times the bandwidth of one carrier. Ericsson confirmed that the widening of IM3 products is in general considered in the simulations. In this specific scenario the victim system is hopping only on frequencies affected by IM3 peaks from the aggressor system, thus the widening effect would not show any difference. ZTE wanted to know if spurious emissions and wideband noise from the victim cell were considered. Ericsson clarified that this was not the case. ZTE then concluded that in real situations there would be less degradation.

4.3 Agenda item 3
Ericsson presented “GP-08xxxx_CR45.005_MCBTS_Cl2_v4".

Alcatel-Lucent stated that the presented document does not reflect yet that (according to the discussions at the MCBTS telco # 5) the interference exceptions may reach up not only to –36 dBm but also to –70 dBc, whichever is less stringent. Ericsson answered that this needs to be clarified. This was also expressed by Vodafone. Nokia Siemens Networks asked if the first part is also highlighted. This was confirmed by Ericsson. Furthermore, Nokia Siemens Networks asked how the number of exceptions was derived. Ericsson clarified that the number of exceptions is in line with the number used in their simulations. 

Nokia Siemens Networks presented “MCBTS_Telco6_comments_CR_45005_NSN”.

Nortel commented section 2.4 and emphasised that it must be taken into account that IMs were considered which have a bandwidth of a multiple of several carriers and thus it is not possible to make a difference between IM and wideband noise. Nokia Siemens Networks agreed that this needs to be taken into account. Nortel furthermore stated that at the end of section 2.4, IM5 level is much closer to IM3 level and that the proposal can present very high wideband noise. However, Nokia Siemens Networks clarified that this was not aimed at higher order IMs. Vodafone asked if there is a proposal how much lower IM5 must be than IM3. Nortel answered that there is no proposal at the moment. Ericsson agreed on Nortel’s comments that there is no specific requirement for class 2 case, but the new proposal refer to class 1 requirement that does not distinguish between IM3 and IM5 requirements. Alcatel-Lucent asked how it could be possible to distinguish between IM3 and IM5 products. Ericsson proposed to look outside the IM3 frequency range. Nortel commented the wording in the last section: IMs are not in one channel only because they are spread over several carriers. Thus, Nortel questioned the expression “at IM frequencies”. Alcatel-Lucent proposed to carry on the discussion about that topic by e-mail. Alcatel-Lucent also requested a general clarification of the intended number of interference exceptions. Ericsson emphasised that in their proposal, the number of exceptions in the range of 6 (depending on the number of active carriers) is meant in a 6 MHz frequency range only, thus leading to a higher total number (in the whole band) than interpreted by Alcatel-Lucent. Ericsson asked Nokia Siemens Networks if the proposed number of 30 exceptions should apply to all numbers of carriers. Nokia Siemens Networks clarified that this number has to be seen as upper limit that should never be exceeded. For a lower carrier number it should be less. Alcatel-Lucent proposed to discuss that topic further by e-mail. This was supported by Ericsson and Nokia Siemens Networks.

4.4 Agenda item 4

Ericsson presented “GP-08xxxx_CR51.021-rev 1_MCBTS_v4”.

Vodafone commented section 4.10.10, the part before the bullets and requested to include a power control margin. The power control should be defined within a limit. Ericsson announced to insert an according definition. Nortel asked for a clarification how the parameter N is defined (if N refers to the output of one PA or the output of the BTS). Ericsson declared that N is meant as the total number of carriers after the combination stages. Nortel then asked if the wording should be clarified further. Ericsson asked for a proposal to do this clarification but also announced to deliver an according proposal.

Nokia Siemens Networks presented “MCBTS_Telco6_comments_CR_51021_NSN”.

Ericsson declared that for the out-of-band spurious emissions at frequencies above 1 GHz, an alignment to class 1 is acceptable. Nokia Siemens Networks asked if that means that Ericsson does not agree with the other comments. Ericsson clarified that this interpretation is not valid, and most comments are seen as reasonable.

4.5 Agenda item 5

Alcatel-Lucent explained that there has been a cooperation with Ericsson and ZTE for the creation of the missing parts in the Annex for TR 45.050. It was furthermore proposed that ZTE, Ericsson and Alcatel-Lucent provide an according Change Request that afterwards can be further elaborated taking comments from other companies. Since no objection was expressed against this proceeding, this was seen as willingness to proceed in the proposed way. Nokia Siemens Networks asked if it was possible to see the draft version before the according CR is sent over the reflector. Ericsson declared that the time frame is quite tough. However, Alcatel-Lucent proposed to inform the other companies about the status before the deadline, possibly by distributing an incomplete version.

4.6 Agenda item 6

Alcatel-Lucent explained the status of the discussions with Deutsche Bahn about GSM-R: Due to the holiday period, there haven’t been further discussions. However, it was agreed between Deutsche Bahn and Alcatel-Lucent to continue the talks after the holidays.

CMCC asked if Ericsson will provide an updated CR to 51.021 after that telco. Ericsson announced to summarise what has been seen as required changes.
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