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Objective – reach consensus on what is agreed and capture a list of open issues.  Decide if we think we have done enough to close the SI.

Agenda
1) Review the proposed text proposals

2) Review the conclusions and capture open issues

3) Review Liaison Statement to SA3

Meeting notes:

The meeting was opened and agenda was approved with the addition of a review of the draft LS to SA3 at the request of Man (Alcatel-Lucent).
General issues

It was clarified that RAN4 is leading the work related to the current study item and is responsible for reporting back progress on areas related to other groups in support of the SI.  Text from the other work groups is expected by the end of the week, at least from RAN2, but was not available for review in the ad hoc.
It was clarified that the SI is not dependent on the recently initiated SA1 work item, but will feed into that work item as appropriate.  

It was also clarified that any RAN4 work item that results from the current SI will be focused on aspects related to specifications under RAN4 control.

HNB document structure proposal

The group agreed with the proposal to restructure the TR 25.820 without presentation of the document that had previously been agreed in the 29th October Conference call.
HNB requirements TP

Julius (Nortel) then presented gave an overview of the TR text proposal on HNB requirements.  
Minor updates that had been suggested offline by Peter (Federal Network Agency, Germany) were noted and it was agreed to include these in an updated version of the report.  Peter’s particular concern was that the requirement #4 for authorisation of the HNB to transmit based on its location should be a continuous not a one-off requirement.
Han (T-Mobile) requested a detailed presentation of the document and, at Man’s suggestion, changes to the text were discussed and agreed on-line.  These are captured in an up-dated TP and a summarised here,

Han, Requirement #4, clarified that HNB may be privately owned.

There was a general discussion on “performance” that touched on several issues,

1) How are requirements to control “dead-zones” in the immediate proximity of HNB captured?  It was clarified that “cell edge” performance would capture this effect.  

2) What is the definition of performance?  If was clarified that included a requirement to provide a reasonable through put, coverage and spectral efficiency.  The text was updated to reflect this.  Liyan (Huawei) was not entirely happy with the update and worked with Julius to provide acceptable text in the updated TP.
3) Text in 5.1.2 on requirements analysis was updated to explicitly state that performance captures effects in close proximity to the HNB
4) What is the definition of combined performance?  The text was clarified to explain this.
5) Anne-Flore (Orange) requested that the requirements should capture at least a loose requirement about radiated performance, particularly, they were concerned to avoid problems seen with some WiFi devices that did not radiate in useful directions.  Radiated performance was captured as an open issue.
6) Anne-Flore (Orange) requested that co-existence with other technologies such as WiFi should be captured in some way.  It was noted that this was outside the scope of RAN.  Coexistence with WiFi was captured as an open issue.
NB Updated TPs can be found in the \Inbox\Drafts\HomeNodeB\
HNB conclusion TP

Lorenz (Motorola) presented the conclusions TP.

NEC commented that the section was too long, a summary section may contain the overview presented, but the conclusions should be a simple statement of feasibility or not or a need to do more work.

Han noted that the scenario summary table shows 6 scenarios only 2 of which have been extensively investigated, and while Aziz (Qualcomm) noted that work has been done on all scenarios, there was consensus that this had not been fully examined by the rest of the group.

Aziz commented that there should be a minimum performance requirement for the scenarios.  Furuya (KDDI) questioned that if one particular scenario did not meet this minimum performance, for example where a building’s architecture meant that reasonable coverage could not be obtained, did this mean that the whole project was not feasible.  It was clarified that minimum performance requirements would apply to reasonable scenarios.  Definition of minimum performance requirements was captured as an open issue.
Aziz commented that even the dedicated channel deployment case would require interference-mitigation techniques if deployment density of HNB were very high, and Kimmo (Ericsson) noted that different types of interference mitigation technique were required with respect to macro-HNB interference and HNB-HNB interference.  It was agreed to draft off-line as acceptable text on interference mitigation for the summary.  Further investigation into HNB-HNB interference in high density deployment was captured as an open issue.
A way forward for presentation to RAN to define provisional conclusions based on the scenario table was agreed.  This would state whether each scenario was feasible, not feasible or more work was required.  An updated summary section to provide background would also be drafted if time permitted.
Open Issues
The following open issues were captured,

1) Will RAN4 need to evaluate co-existence with non 3GPP technologies such as WiFi?

2) Do we need to define requirements for HNB radiation performance?

3) Definition of minimum performance requirements
4) Further characterisation of HNB-HNB co-existence in high density deployment

Next steps
Updated text proposals will be presented to RAN4 and subject to agreement by RAN4 initial conclusions will be presented to RAN Plenary in December for information with the intention of presenting the final version of the TR at the following Plenary in 2008.

