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(Minutes taken by RAN4 Secretary)

Phil Brown, T WG1 chairman, chaired this Ad Hoc. The meeting started at 9:00 Wednesday 12th. Phil gave a short introduction of the work of T WG1 and the Global Certification Forum. GCF will begin certification of 3G terminal beginning of next year. GCF provides a means of reducing the interoperability problems and a standardized way of benchmarking, instead of each manufacturer using its own. On the protocol testing side, there is a program of about 400 tests under way. On RF, there are not so many tests, but there is a schedule also to have 50 GCF identified test on the field of RRM by the 5th of November.

The main intention of the Ad Hoc is to provide T1 with the knowledge to fill the gaps in their specifications. Since many of the issues are very complicated, it cannot be expected that they are solved in during the Ad Hoc. Hence, rather than T1 getting a response and a clear picture after the meeting, it will be desirable that the experts meet off line, or via email, but at least the interested persons get identified and the discussions can continue later.

A number of issues had been identified in T1 RF that needed consultation with RAN4. These are compiled in the agenda (R4-040350)

A.2
HSDPA Measuring throughput in a fading channel

T1-040741
Measuring Throughput in a fading Channel

This document shows that the time required to verify the throughput in the tests for low throughput seems to be very long and impracticable. The question from T1 is whether is possible to extrapolate from certain points in the curves throughtput/level the values for lower throughput, in order to avoid those long test. RAN4 experts clarified that this cannot be done, the low throughput part of the test is stressing the capability of the UE to perform correctly Hybrid-ARQ retransmissions, which is not put under pressure at high throughput levels.

The subject being introduced, it is agreed that RAN4 looks at the issues raised and provides some feedback. T1 may send a LS with the precise questions on the tests that pose the problems.

The document is made available also as R4-040752

A.3
Blind Transport Format Detection  CR to 34.121

T1-040719
Correction to BTFD test case 7.10
With this CR, T1 aligns with RAN4, reducing the TFCS from 20 to 9. However, T1 notes that 34.108 "Test environments for conformance testing" has examples of RABs, which are to be used in real world,  with TFCS size of 20. The question is whether having a high value in the test while RAN4 has a lower value would be acceptable. Sari Nielsen (Nokia) noted that a higher value would imply tighter performance requirement for the UE, and T1 shouldn't make such a change on its own before RAN4 agrees to make the necessary simulations to derive the appropriate performance requirements. 

Sari reminded that the understanding is that the UEs should be designed aiming at the core requirements from RAN4 and not the tests. Also, the tests in T1 be based on RAN4 core requirements; if T1 finds the its is not possible to define the test, RAN4 needs to be informed, the issue will be discussed and RAN4 requirements may be changed.

Under the discussion of this test in T1, but apparently affecting all the test, it was asked if DCCH is sent or not. RAN4 couldn't offer a clear and unified view on this, the question remains pending.

A.4
Rx Spurious Emissions TS 34.121 6.8 (UE states)

Table 7.11 in 25.101 tests the spurious emissions in the receiver only in CELL_PCH, URA_PCH and idle states. T1 asks why the requirement doesn't apply to CELL_FACH state. RAN4 clarifies that the requirement applies for the states when the transmitter is off, and in CELL_FACH the PRACH is transmitted, although for not all the time. In this state, even if the UE is not transmitting, its transmitter is not off. RAN4 reckons that this is a subtle difference, but this has been the interpretation in RAN4 historically.

A.5
Rel 99 CR to 25.133
R4-040181
Review the CR with a view to T1 proposal to be discussed

This CR is proposed only to Rel99 because the functionality has changed in Rel-4 onwards, so the correction is not needed. T1 reminds that it is using only one specification for all the releases, it is difficult to handle such changes between releases. It seems however clear that T1 can handle this situation alone, since it is very often that tests apply to a certain release onward and this is simply stated in the specification. In this case, it is just the opposite, the test DOESN'T apply to Rel-4 onwards.

A.6
RRM Test tolerances
TR 34.902 
Confirmation that T1 working methodology is acceptable

It is informed that the test tolerances are now derived in T1 reverse-engineering RAN4 tests and requirements, this is a laborious methodology that is reported in TR34.902. T1 will continue to work this way, and if required, consult RAN4.

A.7
Response to LS on Clarification of Measurement Control

T1-040746
Response LS to RAN4 on clarification of measurement control for FDD/FDD Inter-frequency Hard Handover and alignment with 34.121

Carolyn informed that the parameters discussed have been removed from the test.

A.8
Downlink Code Allocation

T1-040721
Proposed addition of downlink code allocation table to 34.121 Annex 

On the code allocation proposed, there is conflict between OCNS in code 2 and S-CCPCH. RAN4 specification require that OCNS is in code 2, but require nothing for S-CCPCH. However, S-CCPCH is normally in code 2 of SF 128, like stated in 34.108. One of the two will have to be moved to other code.Although not shown in the document, it is noted that the same problem arises with HSDPA tests and OCNS arrangement.

Moray Rumnay (Agilent) clarified that in terms of Peak to Average Ratio is not recommended to have the OCNS channels adjacent, if the arrangement is changed RAN4 would have to study the new arrangement. On the other side, it is noted however that changing S-CCPCH would impact other tests in T1.

It seems that there are more supporters for a change to T1 tests to move S-CCPCH out of that code, and change 34.108 accordingly, than supporters in RAN4 to do a re-evaluation of the PAR for an alternative OCNS arrangement.

A.9
UE Transmit Timing Value (25.133 section 7.1.2)

It is pointed out that in 25.133 sec. 7.1.2, UE transmit timing requirements, there is a difference between R99 and the later Releases. In the last paragraph, it is stated that the timing shall not change more than ¼ chips, when in the other releases the variable value "d" is used.  After examination, this seems to come from an erroneous implementation of CR211 in R4-011631 or RP-010791. This will be solved with a corrective CR

A.10
SFN SFN Type One Measurement (25.133 section 9.1.8)

RAN4 clarified that the measurement is used for the cases of a soft handover produced immediately after a state change from CELL_FACH to CELL_DCH. It was agreed that T1 will send a LS to RAN2, as it seems that this group is more appropriate to answer the issues raised

A.11
LS Response to LS on AGPS

T1-040747
LS from RAN4 to TSG T WG1 on equipment complexity for AGPS testing 

T1 informs that there is not a problem from a testing perspective to have time and location changed continuously. RAN4 proposed 3 options, all seem feasible. Some comments were expressed in the reflectors and there was a preference for one of the options. It is noted however that the options have not been reviewed in detail in T1. A LS will be provided with the final conclusion

A.12
Annex A in 25.133

It has been discussed for long time the interest of keeping the RRM test cases in Annex A in 25.133. When this spec was created, this approach was chosen because T1 had not its testing specification yet and hence there was no place for RRM tests. The assumption at that point was that the test would be moved to the test specification when T1 started working on RRM issues and having the necessary expertise. Today, this is the case. Furthermore, RRM tests are replicated in 34.121 which brings an additional administrative workload and potential problems, and also, many of the changes presented in RAN4 for that annex come from T1, as it produces the test procedures and implementation.

However, it is noted that RAN4 is continuously looking a new requirements and producing the associated test conditions. A proposal in this sense is to remove the tests that T1 has implemented and use the annex only for the new tests. 

