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3 Discussions

3.1 Test with carriers spread over the complete RF operating band

Huawei presented GP-092162 (Discussion Paper "Analysis of test for Intermodulation attenuation over the maximum BS RF Bandwidth") and GP-092163 (CR to TS 51.021: "Introduction of MCBTS IM test for maximum BS RF BW"). The documents contain a proposal to take into account the duplex filter bandwidth in the tests.

Ericsson agreed to include this aspect since this was actually in mind when deriving the test scenario. Nokia Siemens Networks recognized that the proposal aims at including attenuation performance of the filter. This was seen as a completely new approach that is implementation defined. Furthermore, Nokia Siemens Networks stated that the proposal is not targeting to have a unique specification. However, Huawei stated that the aim is to avoid unpredictable emission in the neighbouring frequency range. Ericsson emphasized that it seems to be implementation depending, but it is necessary to take care of this. Vodafone confirmed that this is seen as a good measure to check the emissions. Telecom Italia expressed the view that it is mandatory to see the worst case (i.e. IM3 also outside the TX band). In a short discussion, it was furthermore clarified that Huawei sees the duplex bandwidth as a fixed value. Alcatel-Lucent asked for a clarification if a lower duplex bandwidth means that the spacing will have to be set rather small to see at least one IM3 product. It was confirmed by Huawei that just the IMs inside the pass bandwidth have to be tested. Alcatel-Lucent furthermore asked for a clarification if the idea behind the proposal is that actually the complete system containing the transmitter and the filter has to comply with the spec. Huawei answered that it is the intention to cover the possible worst case that is not currently reflected in the specification. However, Nokia Siemens Networks expressed the view that the existing test cases are sufficient to cover what is proposed by Huawei. This view was rejected by Huawei. Vodafone stated that it is seen that the test case is necessary to ensure that there is no high IM outside the band. Telecom Italia confirmed that this test case should be considered as well and maybe the first test would no more be needed. Alcatel-Lucent asked for a clarification which test case is not seen as required by Telecom Italia. It was then clarified that the first part of test case b) in sub-clause 6.12.2 was meant. Finally Vodafone asked if this test can be included in the specification. There was no objection against this.

Ericsson presented GP-092004 (CR to TS 51.021: "Introduction of test case for unwanted emissions in multicarrier operation with the carriers spread over the declared maximum Base Station RF bandwidth of the MCBTS"). The proposal is to perform a test with carriers distributed over the operating band with altered spacing.

Ericsson furthermore presented GP-092006 (Discussion Paper "Analysis of Intermodulation attenuation Sensitivity to carrier spacing in test setup"), a document corresponding to the CR in GP-092004.

Alcatel-Lucent supported the test principle with altered carrier spacing values as proposed in GP-092004, but stated that the wording of the calculation of the spacing values could possibly be improved. Since there were no other comments, Vodafone concluded that the test principle is agreed. Huawei stated the need to merge the CR from Ericsson with that given from Huawei in GP-092163.

3.2 Test for non-contiguous frequency allocation

Nokia Siemens Networks presented GP-092184 (Discussion Paper "Testability of non-contiguous frequency allocation for MCBTS"). The document states the need to have a test for non-contiguous frequency allocation.

Vodafone stated that such a minimum test case would be accepted, but that Vodafone would not like to have other test cases for the non-contiguous frequency allocation. Alcatel-Lucent asked if it is sure that this is seen as the final test case and no other test cases will come up at a later stage. In the subsequent discussion, no other test scenarios for the non-contiguous frequency allocation were seen necessary. Ericsson additionally reported about discussions with the regulatory body in Germany about possible frequency re-farming in Germany. However, the German regulatory body informed that there are no such plans. Ericsson stated that as a consequence, the test for non-contiguous frequency allocation could be essential for Europe.

Nokia Siemens Networks presented GP-092213 (LS response on support of non-contiguous frequency bands for MSR BS, source: TSG-RAN WG4). The document presents the view of TSG-RAN WG4 that a test for non-contiguous frequency allocation is seen necessary for MCBTS but is not foreseen for MSR.

Alcatel-Lucent asked why non-contiguous frequency allocation is not foreseen for MSR. Afterwards, a discussion took place about possible frequency allocations in MSR operation, but no conclusion was possible Vodafone then asked to come back to MCBTS and stated that the minimum test seems to be sufficient. There was no objection against this view.

Nokia Siemens Networks presented GP-091887 (LS for MCBTS aspects relevant for ETSI Harmonised Standard, source: ETSI TC MSG). This document describes the view of ETSI TC MSG regarding necessary wording improvements in the GSM standard and required test scenarios. The document was noted.

Nokia Siemens Networks presented GP-092105 (CR to TS 51.021: "Correction of MCBTS capability for operating split frequency allocation"). The document proposes a test scenario for non-contiguous frequency allocation.

Huawei expressed the view that testing the frequency range outside the two carrier pairs is not necessary and that Huawei does not agree with the proposal for the number of exceptions. However, Nokia Siemens Networks stated that there is no acceptance for introducing a higher number of exceptions. Vodafone asked for a clarification of Huawei's proposal and stated that the way the carriers are spaced is different compared to the contiguous scenarios and thus, Vodafone would like to ensure that the emissions are kept the same as in the contiguous scenarios. Afterwards, a discussion took place about probable carrier distribution scenarios. Nokia Siemens Networks emphasized that equal spacing is not always possible. Vodafone asked if it is necessary to test the worst case for non-contiguous frequency allocation with the maximum number of carriers active. Alcatel-Lucent stated that a test case with maximum carrier number is not seen as practicable because this will raise new questions. An example was given for the case when an unpaired number of carriers is supported. In this case it is not clear how to distribute the carriers to the two carrier pairs. Vodafone accepted this clarification. Then the discussion came up again about the need to test the unwanted emissions outside the two carrier pairs. Nokia Siemens Networks emphasized that the power distribution is different in the non-contiguous frequency allocation, compared to the contiguous scenarios. Huawei expressed the view that the difference is not seen. Nokia Siemens Networks clarified that the IM power is distributed differently. Alcatel-Lucent stated that the IM power outside the carrier pairs should be lower than in the contiguous case. Then a discussion took place about IM powers and distributions. Nokia Siemens Networks came back to the ETSI MSG request to do this measurement. Vodafone concluded that it would be better to minimize the test effort but asked if the additional effort is seen as high. Nokia Siemens Networks stated that the proposed test is a minimum and just optional depending on a vendor declaration that the equipment supports non-contiguous frequency allocation. Vodafone then concluded that there is no wish to see more test cases defined. Vodafone also asked if it can be agreed that by introducing this test case, there won't be more test scenarios. This proposed agreement was not objected. However, Huawei emphasized that there was no agreement yet about the need for the testing outside the carrier pairs. Vodafone concluded that the principle of the test is agreed but the question of testing outside is not clarified yet.

3.3 Definition of exceptions in the spectrum due to modulation and wideband noise
Ericsson presented GP-092102 (CR to TS 45.005, "Correction of exceptions of Spectrum due to modulation and wideband noise for MCBTS"). The document describes a proposal to delete a reference to the MCBTS Class 1 in the definition of exceptions.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that the background of the way how the exceptions are defined was to take into account higher order IM products. However, Ericsson stated that IM products are already covered by the IM section, even for higher order IM products. Huawei stated that the proposal is more stringent than the existing version and asked why this is intended. Ericsson answered that the intention is not to change the requirements but to do a clarification. Alcatel-Lucent confirmed that the wish for clarification is seen, but also emphasized that the given proposal would lead to a tightening. Nokia Siemens Networks supported the proposed change because this is seen to lead to a consistent specification. Alcatel-Lucent then proposed to leave away the reference to MCBTS Class 1 and just to mention “-36 dBm or -70 dBc, wichever is less stringent”. Then a discussion took place about the power level of exceptions and different interpretations. Alcatel-Lucent stated that in case of IM5 products, the emissions in alternate channels at +/- 400 kHz offset from the IM frequency are not covered in 4.7.2 and that this was one of the reasons why it was seen necessary in earlier discussions to cover them by the exceptions, i.e. to allow a power level of –70 dBc. Vodafone then concluded that the CR is not agreed.

3.4 Change Requests
Ericsson presented GP-091998 (CR to TS 45.005, “Addition of requirement to test intra BSS IM attenuation at maximum carrier frequency spacing”). 

Alcatel-Lucent asked if – in the light of the discussions about the carriers spread over the complete operating band (see 3.1 above) – the expression “evenly distributed” is still appropriate. Ericsson proposed to take away the expressions "evenly". Vodafone concluded that with this modification, the CR is agreed.

Ericsson presented GP-091999 (CR to TS 45.005, “Addition of requirement to test intra BSS IM attenuation at maximum carrier frequency spacing”).

Since this is a mirror CR to GP-091998 for Rel-9, it was not discussed further.

Ericsson presented GP-092000 (CR to TS 45.005, “Correction of application of spurious emission requirements for MCBTS”).

Alcatel-Lucent asked for a clarification if the modification inside the band is proposed because this is anyway measured with single carrier only. This was confirmed by Ericsson. Furthermore, Alcatel-Lucent asked if it was acceptable to give feedback one day later. This was accepted by Ericsson.

3.5 MSR
Ericsson presented GP-092007 (CR to TS 45.005, “Corrections to minimum receiver requirements for Multi Standard BS in Annex P”).

Vodafone proposed to tell the Chairman that the CR is agreed. However Huawei raised a question regarding narrowband blocking and stated that more time is requested. Nokia Siemens Networks stated that the CR was already agreed in the WG1 Ad Hoc meeting in October 2009. However, Vodafone emphasized that even if a CR was agreed at the Ad Hoc meeting, it is not automatically agreed in the Plenary, i.e. a company can have more time.

Ericsson presented GP-092220 (LS on Status of the MSR Work Item, source: RAN WG4).

The topics addressed in section 2 were endorsed on level of the offline meeting. Nokia Siemens Networks volunteered to draft a reply LS to RAN WG4.

Afterwards, TS 37.104 V1.3.0 (attached to the LS) was shortly regarded and noticed.
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