3GPP TSG GERAN #50
GP-110718

Dallas, TX, USA
16th – 20th May, 2011
Source: WI Rapporteur 
Agenda:  6.1, 7.1.5.1.4  


Meeting Minutes of VAMOS telco #13
1. DATE AND TIME 
Wednesday, 6th April 2011, 13.30 - 16.30 CEST  
2. PARTICIPANTS 
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
Intel: Mr. Stefan Fechtel, Mr. Holger Neuhaus
Marvell: Mr. Paul Spencer
Motorola: Mr. Jian Wu

Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Juergen Hofmann, Mr. Eddie Riddington, 

Qualcomm: Mr. Zhi Zhong Yu

Renesas: Mr. Carsten Juncker, Mr. Leonardo Provvedi,  

Research In Motion: Mr. Yan Xin
ZTE: Mr. Lin Yang

3. Agenda

1. Approval of Agenda
2. Technical Contributions to VAMOS
 2.1 DL Performance Requirements 
 2.2 UL Performance Requirements 
 2.3 BTS Conformance Test Specification
 2.4 Modulation 
 2.5 Transmit Pulse Shape
 2.6 Radio Link Control and Radio Resource Control
 2.7 Associated Control Channel Design
 2.8 Signalling Aspects
 2.9 Other Issues
3. Work Plan
4. AOB 

4. DISCUSSION

1. Approval of Agenda
The agenda was approved without change.
2. Technical Contributions to MUROS 
2.1 DL Performance Requirements 

Three contributions were submitted under this agenda item.

The first two were entitled "Correction of equipment types in VAMOS performance requirements" presented as v.3 and v.4 from Com-Research by Hans Kalveram.

The contributions were draft CRs proposing a clarification to the use of correction factors according to different types of equipment. V.4 further proposes a clarification to the section on signal levels for reference interference performance. 
Discussion: 

Renesas supported the CR. Ericsson also believed the changes were needed and supported the CR. Com-Research encouraged other MS vendors to check. They expected the 2 dB change in the interferer level to have only a minor impact on the simulations.

Nokia Siemens Networks asked whether removal of the correction factors for downlink should also be considered for uplink in order to be consistent. Com-Research imagined there could be differences between uplink and downlink to necessitate a different approach in uplink (such as full duplex operation). Huawei believed such differences were relevant and proposed that the correction factors in uplink be kept.

On the editorial changes in the CR v4, Nokia Siemens Networks believed these would be useful and thought they could be considered for Rel-9. Com-Research had no strong opinion, but thought any changes to the 20 year structure might be more relevant to Rel-10. Especially if considering that the changes may impact the work in WG3 that is using Rel-9 as a reference. Renesas supported this concern.

Conclusion: 

Both contributions were noted.

The third contribution was entitled "EVM for AQPSK" from Telefon AB LM Ericsson which was presented by Mårten Sundberg. 

The contribution proposes the EVM requirement for AQPSK based on an evaluation of impact on performance.
Discussion: 

Nokia Siemens Networks asked why the MS impairment model had changed compared to the referred Tdoc GP-080715 from GERAN#38 (e.g. frequency error is now suppressed). Ericsson believed it to be representative of a typical MS receiver but would double check on the frequency error. Nokia Siemens Networks also asked why only phase noise had been studied, whilst impact from the composite impairments had been studied in GP-080715. Ericsson explained they had used a different approach, identifying what impairments would be increased compared to realistic equipment. For example, they did not believe PA clipping effects would be evident in reality and in any case such impairments can not changed easily.  Nokia Siemens Networks did not agree with the partial approach taken but felt the overall impact should be considered against all impairments on both TX and RX side. 

Com-Research asked for a clarification on the label on y-axis of Fig.1 (which was clarified as corresponding to RMS EVM as specified) and on whether phase noise was dominant in reality (which was confirmed).

Intel asked if any company had an opinion about the proposed conclusion (to align to the limits of EGPRS2-A). Nokia Siemens Networks believed further consideration was needed in the investigation of the dominant component taking all impairments into account. They also thought it might be suitable to consider EVM in relation to the supported SCPIR range (referring to the dependency on EVM to SCPIR shown in Fig. 2). Ericsson believed it had always been a working assumption to specify a single requirement based on the most relaxed figure. They asked if Nokia Siemens Networks had a specific proposal (no concrete proposal it was confirmed).
Intel expected the IQ impairments to have an impact on sub-channel orthogonality. They asked if could be investigated as well. Ericsson believed this would represent a worst case not relating to reality. Nokia Siemens Networks believed this approach would be appropriate to obtain a complete picture

Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.

2.3 BTS Conformance Test Specification
No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

2.4 Modulation 

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.5 Transmit Pulse Shape

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.6 Radio Link Control and Radio Resource Control

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.7 Associated Control Channel Design

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.8 Signalling Aspects

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

2.9 Other Issues

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

3. Work Plan

One contribution entitled VAMOS Work Plan was submitted under this agenda item by WI Rapporteur and was presented by Eddie Riddington.  

Discussion: 

The Rapporteur asked what was the status of the CR to RXQUAL accuracy.

Renensas offered to check this by GERAN #50.
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.

4. AOB 

Renesas asked if there was a proposed way forward on the spread in performance requirements for VAMAOS-I and VAMOS-II. Qualcomm believed the GERAN #50 target date might be difficult to achieve based on the current discussion. Huawei also expressed doubts on reaching an agreement by the next meeting for the same reason. Rapporteur asked if Renesas had a specific proposal in mind (which was not the case). The Rapporteur asked Renesas if they would be willing to moderate a discussion on performance spread for the downlink (which was confirmed). Nokia Siemens Networks offered to do the same for the uplink.

Conclusion: 

Renesas takes responsibility for moderating the discussion on a proceeding related to the downlink performance spread for different vendors. Nokia Siemens Networks likewise takes responsibility for the uplink.
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