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Comments to GP-111558 “ER-GSM band introduction assessment”
1 Introduction

This document contains a discussion on the content of contribution GP-111558 ER-GSM band introduction assessment [1] where uncoordinated BTS to BTS co-existence is discussed.
The sourcing company appreciates the initial analysis performed [1] as it is important that operators in E-GSM/band 8 are not impacted by the introduction of ER-GSM.
To encourage further discussions on this topic the following sub-clauses contains comments on the content of [1] and a brief summary of further aspects that must be considered when introducing ER-GSM in TS 45.005.

2 Comments to content of document
2.1 Comments on section 2.7.1

It is stated that BCCH emissions should not occur in 918-921 MHz, to avoid a non hopping carrier transmitting at full power. The souring company wonders if it is the intention to mandate this as a requirement in the 3GPP specifications.
It must be further acknowledged that the BCCH is not the only GSM/EDGE channel typically transmitting at full power. If the band 918-921 MHz is intended to provide additional PS capacity to the GSM-R system it should be noted that also PS DL channels are typically using full power to optimize throughput. 
2.2 Comments on section 2.7.3

It is assumed in 2.7.2 Antenna Aiming, that 10 dB misalignment should be considered as the minimum deviation. We think that this is a limitation of the scenario and further justification needs to be provided.
In general it may be more straight-forward to discuss the required isolation between E-GSM BTS and R-GSM BTS antenna connectors instead of basing the discussion on  site specifics parameters.
2.3 Comments on section 3.1.1
When using GERAN requirements on blocking to deduct separation distance, it is concluded that it is not likely to have systems with lower isolations than 75 m. This can not be guaranteed, as it e.g. is stated in TR 45.050 section H.3.1, with reference to scenario 5 discussed in [1], that “A co‑siting and optimised UIC BTS ‑ GSM BTS scenario could be relevant in some cases, e.g. where a public GSM operator operates a UIC system on behalf of a railway, or where the same sites (e.g. a leaky cable system in tunnels) are used for the UIC system and a public GSM system, in order to provide public service to train passengers or to reduce cost for either system.” The question is who guarantees the isolation. It should be deductible from a licensing agreement.
Besides this , the fact that existing public E-GSM BTSs in areas where R-GSM is deployed may have sufficient attenuation by RX filtering (although not specified as requirement in 45.005), these filters most probably have considerably less attenuation in the 918-921 MHz range. In this case the interference will increase significantly in already deployed BTSs. This implies that the power used in ER-GSM need to be restricted to similar extent
2.4 Comments on section 3.2.3 and 3.3.2
It is noted in the document that the protection in BTS from self generated emissions leads to higher performance than what the receiver specification suggests, and that this is not reflected in the specifications. In our opinion, this is implementation dependent and should not be specified. For instance, better receiver linearity (IP3) can in some situations be traded against reduced filter isolation between transmitter and receiver.
3 Comments to what remains to be studied
The issue of blocking in E-GSM BTS from R-GSM BTS, as discussed in [1], has been studied before in [2],[3]. It has been noted not to be the only challenging interferer situation. Another difficult issue is the interference from the cab radio towards E-GSM BTS receiver. It can be argued that the frequency range introduced by ER-GSM have a larger frequency separation and thus should be easier for the E-GSM BTS receiver to mitigate. But since ER-GSM will be used to add capacity and data services, the cab radio will be able to transmit more power which should justify further study.

The discussion in [1] does not cover ER-GSM BTS transmitter spurious emissions into E-GSM UL. E-GSM/Band 8 public operators using the highest frequencies cannot protect the receivers from this interference. It should be discussed if a new requirement should be introduced to prevent an ER-GSM BTS from emitting more interference into E-GSM than what an R-GSM BTS would be allowed to.

Study does not sufficiently cover multicarrier receiver. While it is acknowledged that R-GSM was introduced before MCBTS and should thus be protected, this does not apply to the ER-GSM extension. Assuming a 1-to-1 relationship between blocker level and noise in LO, the blocker level must be lowered by 9dB, compared to normal BTS blocking level, to avoid degradation of MCBTS beyond the degradation of normal BTS.
Study does not cover MSR, UTRA and E-UTRA, which also existed before the ER-GSM extension, and should therefore be protected. RAN4 requests GERAN1 in [4] to take radio requirements of MSR, UTRA and E-UTRA into account for ER-GSM. In particular one can note the MSR general narrowband blocking requirement of -49 dBm, which is less stringent than GSM single-carrier requirements.
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