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3 Discussions

3.1 AHG1-090011

(“Considerations on unwanted emission test scenarios for MCBTS”, Source: Huawei)

The question was discussed if test case “a)” (measurement of intermodulation products at minimum equal spacing) is redundant. Telecom Italia stated that this test is seen as necessary and that a removal of this test case would only be accepted if it was mentioned in TS 45.005 that the compliance with this test case is automatically fulfilled in case that the test case with maximum spacing is fulfilled.

Huawei asked if the test cases “a)” (measurement of intermodulation products at minimum equal spacing) and “c)” (measurement of intermodulation products at maximum equal spacing) are seen as sufficient to cover the contiguous frequency allocation or if there are additional test cases regarded necessary for this allocation. Telecom Italia stated that test cases “a)” and “c)” are sufficient to cover the contiguous frequency allocation. This view was also expressed by Ericsson. However, Ericsson also asked if the test case for the non-contiguous frequency allocation is needed. Vodafone suggested that the test case for the non-contiguous frequency allocation could also be part of the MSR Work Item. Nokia Siemens Networks commented that this was already discussed in previous GERAN meetings and that this test case was introduced due to concerns from operators. Furthermore, it was stated that the test case for the non-contiguous frequency allocation can be seen just as a minimum configuration. Alcatel-Lucent proposed to leave out the test case for the non-contiguous frequency allocation in the GSM specification and cover this in the MSR Work Item. Telecom Italia pointed out that non-contiguous frequency allocation is not even covered by MSR, so it could be treated with reduced priority. This was underlined by Vodafone, saying that operators are in favour of the contiguous allocation. Huawei asked for a clarification if the test case for non-contiguous allocation is valid for single-RAT GSM only, but not for MSR. This was confirmed by Telecom Italia, seeing it as currently non future-proof to take into account that test case. However, Nokia Siemens Networks stated that the test case for non-contiguous allocation is reasonable  in the GSM standard for the case that there may be no operator agreement to use MSR. Telecom Italia pointed out that there cannot be a  transition from MCBTS to MSR as long as non-contiguous scenarios are not treated within MSR. Nokia Siemens Networks agreed to this statement, however emphasized that non-contiguous allocations today do not only exist e.g. in Germany, but also in Eastern Europe and India. If frequency re-arrangements can be done, then the non-contiguous case will be less important, but the current situation should be taken into account as well. Telecom Italia proposed to start with the test cases for contiguous frequency allocations and after getting inputs from other groups talk about the non-contiguous case and suggested to ask RAN4 about the relevance of non-contiguous scenarios for MSR. Nokia Siemens Networks agreed with Telecom Italia that RAN4 could be involved in the discussion. Vodafone expressed the agreement with Telecom Italia that the non-contiguous allocation should be considered separately. Vodafone then asked if there can be an agreement that other experts outside GERAN need to be involved. Nokia Siemens Networks asked for a clarification what answer is expected from RAN4. Two possibilities of an answer were seen by Nokia Siemens Networks, either that RAN4 will take this into account by means of an extended WI description or that RAN4 will not deal with it since the work item description for MSR does not include non-contiguous scenarios. Ericsson stated that a third option was seen, namely that MSR might contain the non-contiguous allocation just in case of single-RAT GSM but otherwise not. Telecom Italia pointed out that this test case would anyway be different wrt MCBTS test case, since in MSR that would be valid just in case of single-RAT GSM on a portion of the bandwidth allocation, whilst in MCBTS that would apply simultaneously on the overall bandwidth allocation. Then, the possible impacts of the non-contiguous allocation on mobile systems were discussed. Alcatel-Lucent clarified that it is not the question if the test case for the non-contiguous allocation should be implemented in the GSM standard, but if it should be removed. Vodafone proposed to inform RAN4 about this test case and concluded that the test cases “a)” and “c)” were agreed but that the test case “b)” (test case for the non-contiguous allocation) is still open. It was then agreed that a LS should be sent to RAN4. Nokia Siemens Networks volunteered to draft this LS. 

3.2 AHG1-090051
(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”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Alcatel-Lucent stated that maximum equal spacing within the declared maximum Base Station RF bandwidth will not be possible in general because there are cases where the maximum Base Station RF bandwidth cannot be split into sections that are multiples of the 200 kHz raster. It was then proposed by Alcatel-Lucent to take this fact into account by an appropriate wording, saying that the carriers should be distributed as evenly as possible within the maximum Base Station RF bandwidth. Ericsson announced to propose a revised CR version with modified wording.

3.3 AHG1-090043
(CR to TS 45.005: “Clarification of Nominal Error Rate (NER) requirements for other GSM900 than E-GSM”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

The statement from Alcatel-Lucent was discussed that the replacement of the expression “E-GSM 900” by “GSM 900” could raise concerns from GSM-R side because it was agreed with them that GSM standard relaxations should not apply to GSM-R equipment. Ericsson proposed to keep the expression “E-GSM 900” and just to clarify on the front page that this includes also P-GSM. This was seen acceptable for Vodafone and Alcatel-Lucent. However, Telecom Italia asked if this clarification is needed since E-GSM includes by definition P-GSM. Alcatel-Lucent explained that the original background of using the expression “E-GSM 900” was to exclude GSM-R explicitly, as agreed with GSM-R parties.

3.4 AHG1-090044
(CR to TS 45.005: “Correction of remaining errors for MCBTS after the split between BTS and MS requirements”, Source: Ericsson)

The same topic was identified as for AHG1-090043.

3.5 AHG1-090098
(CR to TS 45.005: “Correction of application of spurious emission requirements for MCBTS”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Alcatel-Lucent stated that the need for the proposed changes is not seen and that the interpretation of the standard was already done by ECC PT1. Furthermore, the concern was raised that due to many late changes, the impression is given that the GSM standard on MCBTS is still unstable. Ericsson stated that the proposals should lead to a clearer interpretation and that they do not change the specifications of the standard. Ericsson also stated that the interpretation made in PT1 was not obvious as PT1 asked for confirmation by GERAN. Inconsistencies due to conflicting requirements would remain without these changes. The purpose is to remove these. In addition this clarification would help other parties not involved in the MCBTS investigations to interpret the specifications. Nokia Siemens Networks commented that the proposed changes are in line with the conclusions of a Discussion Paper (AHG1-090097, “On the Application of Inband Spurious Emission Requirements for MCBTS”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks). Alcatel-Lucent expressed the view that the statement from Nokia Siemens Network indicates that a change of the specification is intended by the CR and thus, a contradiction is seen between the statements from Ericsson and Nokia Siemens Networks. It was then agreed to clarify this issue offline between Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent and other interested parties. Vodafone concluded that the CR is in principle not agreed. However, Nokia Siemens Networks asked if the part dealing with the out-of-band spurious emissions can be agreed. Alcatel-Lucent stated to be in favour of treating all proposed changes together in the further discussions.

3.6 AHG1-090099
(CR to TS 45.005: “Correction of application of spurious emission requirements for MCBTS”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

The same topic was identified as in AHG1-090098.

3.7 AHG1-090100
(CR to TS 51.021: “Correction of application of spurious emission requirements for MCBTS”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

The same topic was identified as in AHG1-090098.

3.8 AHG1-090125
(CR to TS 51.021: “Correction of application of inband spurious emission requirements for MCBTS”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

The same topic was identified as in AHG1-090098.

3.9 AHG1-090045
(CR to TS 45.005: “Addition of requirement to test intra BSS IM attenuation at maximum carrier frequency spacing”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

The same topic was identified as in AHG1-090051.

3.10 AHG1-090046
(CR to TS 45.005: “Addition of requirement to test intra BSS IM attenuation at maximum carrier frequency spacing.”, Source: Ericsson)

The same topic was identified as in AHG1-090051.

3.11 AHG1-090053
(CR to TS 51.021: “Correction of MCBTS capability for operating split frequency allocation”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Vodafone asked if this proposal should be changed or skipped. Alcatel-Lucent stated that initially, a need for editorial corrections was seen but that after the principle discussion about the test cases at the beginning of the MCBTS offline session, the preference would be on the avoidance of the proposed test case. Ericsson expressed that the need is seen to wait for the response from RAN4 regarding the test case for non-contiguous frequency allocations. Nokia Siemens Networks pointed out that this test case is not mandatory in the GSM standard and thus, WG1 should try to get a revised CR to be approved at the next GERAN meeting.

3.12 AHG1-090052
(CR to TS 51.021: “Introduction of test case for Intra BSS Intermodulation in multicarrier operation with the carriers spread over the declared maximum Base Station RF bandwidth of the MCBTS”, Source: Ericsson)

It was agreed to use AHG1-090051 as basis for the further discussions and to skip AHG1-090052.

3.13 AHG1-090101
(CR to TS 51.021: “Correction of MCBTS unwanted emission measurement conditions”, Sources: Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks)

It was agreed to re-word the CR offline among Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent and other interested parties.

4 Other topics

Due to lack of time, MSR was not discussed at this offline session.
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