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Source: SI Rapporteur

Meeting Minutes of ENHVAMOS telco #6
Date and Time
Thursday, 17th April 2014, 9.00 - 10.30 CEST
Participants
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg, Mr. Olof Liberg
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
Agenda

1. Approval of Agenda

2. ENHVAMOS Technical Report

3. Performance Aspects
  3.1 Link Level Performance
  3.2 System Level Performance
4. Signalling Aspects

5. Work Plan

6. Any Other Business
Discussion
1. Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change.

2. ENHVAMOS Technical Report

Mr. Chao Luo presented “Draft TR 43.801 Solutions on VAMOS Enhancements v1.0.1”, sourced SI Rapporteur.

This document is a slight update of v1.0.1 with a number of corrections to styles.
Comments/Questions: 

Ericsson spotted an error in the caption of Figure 7.1-1 (missing the last “1” for “7.1-1”).
The GERAN WG1 chairman asked whether the plan was to complete the study in GERAN #62 (Yes). He wondered why there was no discussion about the conclusion of the study in the telco. It was clarified by Huawei that text for the conclusion will depend on discussions of the technical contents and will be proposed in GERAN #62.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted.
3. Performance Aspects

3.1 Link Level Performance

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.
3.2 System Level Performance
Mr. Chao Luo presented “Updated System Performance Evaluation for Coordinated Channel Allocation (update of GP-140116)”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd.

This document is an update of GP-140116, presenting some additional simulation results for inter-BSC interference coordination.
Comments/Questions: 

Ericsson asked the actual meaning of “intra-BSC” and “inter-BSC” in Table 2. It was clarified by Huawei that “intra-BSC” was the simulation setup where only one BSC was assumed in the simulated network and the BSC took all cells into account when evaluating interference (i.e. ideal coordination between all cells in the network), and “inter-BSC” was the case where the network was divided into two BSC areas and (for instance) the BSC at the left side of Figure 1 knew nothing about the cells at the right side except those highlighted. Further in the “inter-BSC” case a delay was imposed on the availability of the cell information at the right side.
Ericsson then felt they had a different understanding about the intension of the study than Huawei. They believed the evaluation should focus on whether inter-BSC interference coordination can bring additional benefits comparing to only performing interference coordination within each BSC, both cases assuming a BSS-to-BSS border. Huawei quoted subclause 5.6.2 of the TR and commented that the reference case should be the performance achieved in the MUROS study.

Com-Research agreed with Ericsson’s comments on Table 2 and shared the same concern on the “intra-BSC” simulation setup in the document. They thought information sharing level 2 as defined in the TR could be thought of as the best case of information sharing level 3.
Huawei wondered if it could be clarified in the TR that the reference case was taken as no coordination at all. This was not agreed by Ericsson, who thought the purpose of the study was to find out whether it is worth defining a new interface between BSCs, and this could only be done by comparing intra-BSC interference coordination and inter-BSC interference coordination.

Com-Research commented that if the number of cells managed by a BSC is very high, the border line effect might be ignored, in which case the “intra-BSC” simulation setup in the document could be considered close to information sharing level 2. Ericsson believed that the size could be thought of as hundreds of cells per BSC. They also pointed out that such an idealization would result in negative gains for inter-BSC interference coordination comparing to intra-BSC interference coordination.
Huawei said they could rerun the simulations for information sharing level 2 as explained by Ericsson. Com-Research suggested using a very high delay for information sharing level 3 to model information sharing level 2. They further suggested keeping the “intra-BSC” case in the simulation results (possibly with some rewording of the name).

Conclusion: 

The document was noted.
4. Signalling Aspects

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.

5. Work Plan

Mr. Chao Luo presented “Work Plan of SI Solutions on VAMOS Enhancements”, sourced SI Rapporteur.

This contribution is an update of the work plan presented at GERAN#61.

Comments/Questions: 
The SI Rapporteur clarified that for the work on “signalling aspects” the discussion should be focused on the impacts to the signalling loads over any affected interface, as stated in the TR.

Com-Research believed that the signalling loads, as indicated in the previous document, were not a problem at all. Huawei clarified that their calculation was quite simple and they did not take any implementation issues into account, so they could only say that with the simulated solution and simplified modelling they believed the signalling loads should be at a similar order of magnitude as what they provided in that document.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted.

6. Any Other Business

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. No other issue was raised.









































































































































































































































































































