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1 Background

The first teleconference on Home Node B emphasised potential regulatory requirements and any other issues potentially blocking the progress of the Study item on Home NodeB/eNodeB.  No blocking regulatory issues were found.  It was agreed to define working assumptions as required to progress the investigation.  Also, progress was made towards clarifying the following specifications:

· Frequency Accuracy

· Maximum Transmit Power 

· Priority of Coexistence Scenarios
However, it was agreed that further clarification of the RAN 4 specification would require a more detailed examination of the key scenarios.  The following is a list of scenarios, and the agreed prioritisation.
	Number
	Aggressor
	Victim
	Priority

	1
	UE attached to Home Node B
	Macro Node B Uplink
	

	2
	Home Node B
	Macro Node B Downlink
	

	3
	UE attached to Macro Node B
	Home Node B Uplink
	yes

	4
	Macro Node B
	Home Node B Downlink
	

	5
	UE attached to Home Node B
	Home Node B Uplink
	yes

	6
	Home Node B
	Home Node B Downlink
	yes

	7
	UE attached to Home Node B and/or Home Node B
	Other System
	yes

	8
	Other System
	UE attached to Home Node B and/or Home Node B
	yes

	9
	
	
	


2 Evaluating Priority Scenarios

The following discussions are required in order to progress the priority cases:

Case 3: Macro Node B ( Home Node B Uplink

It is agreed that very low minimum coupling will occur, however questions remain as to the statistics regarding low MCL occurrences. Some techniques for generating statistics were discussed in the teleconference [1]; however, more information is required about the scenarios before any conclusions could be reached.  To that end, what is required is:
· A set of possible constraints to further define the scenario or to split it into several sub-cases

e.g. interference from a macro user shall not be considered when inside the premises where a Home Node B is deployed. This is because a user can request the interference be turned off in the event of problems.
· MCL statistics (e.g. MCL pdf) for the deployment scenario.

e.g. this could be generated through a random distribution of possible geometries.
· Agreement what part of the MCL pdf can be considered negligible to home NodeB performance.

Cases 5/6:  Home Node B (( Home Node B

There is agreement that very high densities of Node B deployment will become a problem; however, there is no agreement on the detailed consequence of high densities on home Node B performance.  Further clarification is required in order to define the worst case supportable scenarios.  Supported implies some scenarios may not be feasible:

· The degree of Self Optimisation that is possible in the network.
· e.g. this could be as simple as stating a working assumption that no self optimisation can be assumed.  This would mean all home Node B’s/ attached mobiles transmitting at maximum allowed power in order to overcome the level of inter-cell interference. 
· Alternatively, we may decide a very high level assumption can be made about self optimisation of the network.

· Or, a working assumption may be possible that an optimal allocation of scrambling code can be achieved.  Whether this is achieved through centralised control or self optimisation is beyond the scope of the discussions.

· This set of working assumption is required, since it will have a great effect on what densities can be supported, and hence what densities to assume for the analysis.

· Agreement on the configurations/ constellation to consider for a high density deployment.

e.g. 3 dimensional analysis of an apartment block.
· MCL statistics (e.g. MCL pdf) for the deployment scenario.

e.g. this could be generated through a random distribution of possible geometries.

· Agreement what part of the MCL pdf can be considered negligible to home NodeB performance.

Cases 7/8:  Home Node B (( other systems.
There is agreement that an indoor environment will result in very close proximity of equipment belonging to different systems.  Moreover, obvious user habits, e.g. tendency to group equipment near a telephone connection, will exasperate this problem.  The following discussions are required to progress this analysis:
· Determine which systems should be given priority in the analysis. 

· Discussion on what the RAN4 requirements are regarding the performance of coexisting equipment.
e.g. is it sufficient to ensure emissions requirements are met.  This is related to the earlier discussion on acceptable output power levels.
Statistics are not especially useful in this discussion.  The base station equipment will likely not be mobile, and any low coupling losses would remain over time.  Hence an analysis is required to determine the minimum supportable spacing for co-located equipments, as well as the exclusion zone around equipment required for handset belonging to opposing technologies.
· Agreement is required on the simulation parameters using in this investigation.

3 Implications on LTE
Based on consensus from the last teleconference, the LTE implication should be discussed along with the 3G discussion.  Therefore, we propose a discussion on the applicability to LTE for each case.  There may be insufficient information to complete the LTE discussion; nevertheless a list of possible differences of LTE with respect to the 3G scenario could be generated.
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