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Agenda

1. Review the Results in Section 5.3 Interference Scenarios

2. Conclude on open issues in Summary section. Distil a single value from the discussion in the results section for the HNB class. Prior to the meeting, we’ll circulate draft text/values for discussion.

5.4.4 Transmitter characteristics 

5.4.4.1 Control of NodeB output power (informative. No single value here, this is related to proprietary algorithms) 

5.4.4.2 Maximum NodeB output power 

5.4.4.3 Frequency Error 

5.4.4.4 Spurious emissions 

5.4.4.4.1 Protection of the BS receiver of own or different BS 

5.4.4.4.2 Co-existence with co-located and co-sited base stations 

5.4.4.4.3 Co-existence with UTRA-TDD 

5.4.5 Receiver characteristics 

5.4.5.1 Reference sensitivity level 

5.4.5.2 Dynamic range 

5.4.5.3 Adjacent channel selectivity (ACS) 

5.4.5.4 Blocking characteristics 

5.4.5.4.1 Minimum requirement 

5.4.5.4.2 Minimum Requirement - Co-location with GSM900, DCS 1800, PCS1900, GSM850 and/or UTRA FDD 

5.4.5.4.3 Minimum Requirement - Co-location with UTRA-TDD 

5.4.5.5 Intermodulation characteristics 

5.4.6 Performance requirement

3. Populate the Tables in Section 5.4.7

List of Contributions

1. Source Motorola: “Text Proposal for TR 25.820 v1.0.0 section 5.3 Interference Scenarios”
2. Source Qualcomm: “Proposal for the summary and conclusion of the HNB study item”

3. Source Motorola: “Draft version of 25.820 v1.0.2 for discussion at HNB Teleconference # 6 (covering Section 5.4)
Discussion 

Lorenz (Motorola) opened the meeting; the agenda was approved.
Agenda Item: 
Review of TP Section 5.3

Lorenz, Presented.

· Peter, NSN, are “minimum performance tests” relevant and within scope?

· Aziz, QM, models exist but not necessarily agreed.  Gives an example of possible deployment.  

· Peter, NSN, objects to the sentence minimum performance tests.  Would prefer this referred to in another section that refers to simulation models and parameters.

· Liyan, Huawei, would prefer to remove the sentence.

· Peter, move citation to conclusion section

· Lorenz, consider this later. 

· Peter, many more simulation models proposed than listed.

· Lorenz, will make an updated text to include everyone, since this should be achievable in a sentence or two.
Review of TP Section 5.3.2

Lorenz, Presented.

· Peter, 3rd row, “adaptive uplink attenuation can improve performance,” was not agreed.

· Lorenz, The Tables in section are intended to cover all results even if not agreed.  The summary text above the Table is intended to reflect the RAN4 view.
· Han, if we keep the sentence, need to remove the wording that this is an agreed recommendation.  

· Peter, can agree if the wording is changed to be company recommendation

· Kimmo, Ericsson, Wording along the lines that options may exist to improve the situation could be acceptable.

· Peter, what is motivation to remove the paragraph starting "Deployment scenario B..." text

· Lorenz, will reinstate

· Lorenz, hand-in requests for interference mitigation, wording should be changed to "hand-in should be permitted as an option"

· Peter, System performance reference, “unacceptable performance for dedicated channel deployment,” - NSN results disagree with this conclusion.

· Aziz, Ericsson results disagreed with conclusions, in some scenarios they also show performance issues.

· Kimmo, Fixed power can fit to most situations, definitely not always unacceptable.

· Lorenz, Suggested break row into two to capture the different sense in the two sets of results.

Review of TP Section 5.3.4

Lorenz, Presented

· Peter, "adaptive uplink attenuation can improve performance" disagree with this

· Aziz, Simulation shown - hard to see that not agreed

· Peter, have mentioned disagreements in section 5.3.2 above - this section should reflect the group agreement. The 5dB NF seems unrealistic for a HNB, this was commented on in previous meetings and is why this is not appropriate here.

· Aziz, in Ericsson/NSN see cases where very low noise floor is beneficial

· Lorenz, need to separate what is agreed and what is suggested by company contributions,  The text can certainly remain in the Table.
· Aziz, agreed to limit discussion of adaptive uplink attenuation to company contributions in Table.
Review of TP Section 5.3.5

Lorenz, Presented

Agreed, no comments.
Review of TP Section 5.3.6

Lorenz, Presented

· Kimmo, HNB deployment (in the HNB to HNB scenario) is typically co-channel - not always co-channel, also performance can be significantly degraded but is not always significantly affected.
· Aziz, don't feel it is acceptable that some HNB have good performance and some have bad performance.  If want to say that is degraded for some scenarios that is acceptable.

· Peter, the statement is too strong

· Kimmo, there is a clear impact but may be judged (eg by an operator) as not significant 

· Lorenz: Agreement to separate the different results into separate row in the tables.  That way the separate interpretation of the similar results can be captured.

Review of TP Section 5.4

Howard, presented. 
· Questioning if control of NodeB output power should be in the class definition beyond stating some range of power setting should be supported.  
· Presented on emission limits such a the FCC 1mW/cm2 is not a limitation for HNB as the coverage/interference limit is more severe.  
· Outlined approach to MCL to separate the HNB-mobile MCL from MCL to other systems such as DECT/WLAN, MCL for HNB-Mobile will follow same derivation as that for picocell.  
· Outline proposed approach to the other parameters - whether same as local area class or different.  
Possible change will be noted for the following:

5.4.4.2 Maximum NodeB output power 

5.4.4.3 Frequency Error 

5.4.5.4 Blocking characteristics 

5.4.6 Performance requirement

· No objections to text presented or approach proposed - will see an updated text proposal.

· Aziz, Regarding reference sensitivity, can agree to the figure being unchanged so long as this does not preclude dynamic variation of up-link sensitivity during operation.

· Howard, That should not be a problem. So long as the reference sensitivity performance can be met for conformance testing purposes.  Howard will add a note.

Review of TP for Section 8,9 Conclusions

Aziz, presented the suggested changes from Qualcomm

· Peter, minimum performance tests - needs to be addressed as above
bullet 4 on page 3, can manage adjacent channel deployments with fixed power in many cases.  
Conclusions, need for adaptation for both open and closed systems - don't agree with the need for adaptation in adjacent channel deployment
2nd para - Need to find more appropriate wording if we are going to pursue the reference to minimum performance
· Aziz, adaptive could mean that don't do anything if don't need to, last paragraph, don't want to standardise the techniques, but may need to specify a minimum performance requirement.

· Man, people have different understanding of adaptive technique, eg, DL PC is a form of interference control, not necessarily interference mitigation.  Need more discussion on how this term is seen.

Any Other Business

· Man, if a HNB is opened-up for emergency access by an operator does this mean that HNB have to conform to local area class

· Howard, I don't think so.  If an operator uses equipment for a task that is outside scope it is their responsibility.
· Howard, asked the group to consider what the next steps should be after conclusion of the SI.  


