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1 Conference Call SUMMARY

A Joint 3GPP-3GPP2 SCM AHG conference call was held on March 28, 2003, 8:00am-11:50 am EST. Below is the list of companies that participated in the conference call. 


France Telecom

Lucent Technologies

Mitsubishi

Motorola

Nokia

Nortel

Spirent Communications

Qualcomm

A total of 3 new contributions were submitted for discussion in the conference call of the SCM-AHG as listed below. 

	#
	FileName
	Description
	SOURCE

	1
	SCM-125
	Lognormal correlation
	Lucent

	2
	SCM-126
	SCM-Text v.3.5a
	SCM Editors

	3
	SCM-127
	Correlation Properties of SCM
	Qualcomm

	4
	SCM-128
	Circular Angle Spread Calculation
	Motorola

	5
	SCM-129
	SCM Conference Call Summary
	Chair


The current schedule of conference calls and meetings of the SCM AHG is as follows: 

1. Conference call on April 10st (Thursday), 9:00am-12:00pm Eastern US Time. (If objections from our East Asia colleagues are brought up the call will have to be shifted to an earlier time). 

2. Additional conference calls after April 10 are TBD depending on whether additional SCM work will need to be completed.  

Achilles Kogiantis gave an update from the 3GPP2 WG3 meeting. Doug Reed and Achilles Kogiantis represented the SCM adhoc in the WG3 meeting where they gave a detailed technical presentation on the current status of the SCM work. Participants at the meeting made comments, which have been already forwarded to the SCM group through the SCM reflector. Also, the correlation study report was submitted to WG3 but there was not enough time to discuss that contribution.  

Doug Reed, Motorola, presented SCM-128. The contribution showed the comparison of the resulting narrowband angle spread when the circular versus the default angle spread calculation takes place. The difference is not visible at the NodeB calculations but it is evident, although small, for the UE calculations. Motorola proposed that the Table 1 from its contribution be included in the SCM-Text note. The group discussed on the possible ambiguity that may arise if multiple definitions are given on the AS calculation. The group converged on the following solution: the circular AS calculation will be enforced (mandatory). The calibration CDFs will have to be recalculated with the new method. In the future, all reported AS numbers will be under the assumption that they have been calculated with the circular method. 

Steve Howard, Qualcomm, presented SCM-127. The contribution provided follow-up results on the SCM correlation performance based on the earlier Qualcomm note. The studies showed the occasional rise of the cross-correlation between users.  An alternative implementation method to the SCM, based on angle sweep, was made that leads to lower correlations. Overall, the group converged to the view that on the average the SCM provides acceptable correlation behavior. It was also agreed to include the Qualcomm contribution to the correlation study report to WG3 and to keep the SCM generation method as is.  The group discussed that although alternative SCM generation methods can be defined and studied, the SCM group should conclude its work within its timeframe. 

Aris Moustakas, Lucent, presented SCM-125. The contribution presented an alternative method of generating the narrowand lognormal correlated variables. The proposed method lead to more consistent correlation behavior that avoids unwanted correlations between the AS, DS, LN variables and between bases that may arise in the current method. The impact of the proposal is that the average correlations of –0.75, -075, and 0.5 must be changed. 

· Doug Reed, Motorola, questioned whether a 0.10 spurious correlation would pose a problem in the SCM generation and that even in the new method the spurious components do not go to zero. Aris responded that the modeling of such spurious correlations is not intentional and thus the correlation should be zero for those. 

· Joe Paulter, Motorola, questioned the need to guarantee the positive-definiteness of the correlation matrix. Aris explained that the random variables we are modeling are Gaussian and should thus possess the proper statistical characteristics. 

· Andy Molisch, Mitsubishi, stated that the proposal is self-consistent but a modeling change at this point would need major work in the whole SCM-Text (statistics of all AS, DS, LN would have to be re-computed). Also, there are no means to determine if the spurious correlations are present or not. Aris mentioned that the narrowband parameters calibration statistics would not change since they are all marginal distributions not affected by the correlation with the other narrowband variables. 

· After discussion, the group agreed that no decision could be made at this point. Further input is needed. Doug Reed will provide the matrix of the spurious correlations of the current model and would like to further review the proposal before taking a position.  Aris Moustakas will provide confirmation of whether the AS, DS marginal distributions are affected by the change in the lognormal correlations, although he verbally reported later in the call that there is no such dependency. 

Doug Reed and Howard Huang gave a review of the changes in the SCM-Text since the last conference call. The document reviewed was SCM-126_Text_v3.5a. The group reviewed all the submitted editorial comments and confirmed that all errors/changes have been addressed. A few additional editorial errors were identified and will be included in the next version of the Text. 

Doug Reed and Jianming Wu, Nortel, explained the reason for the difference in their respective calibration curves (Fig. 3.9, SCM-Text) as being due to how to an editorial error on how the path delays in the micro are determined. Jianming will reproduce the calibration curves. 

The Chair discussed each of the WG3 comments that have been received. 

· Items 1 through 6 needed no further clarification or resolution. The Editors will simply make clarification statements in the SCM-Text regarding items 1 and 6. 

· Item 7 will be examined further. The Chair mentioned that it would be useful to include the include the flexibility of both power and number based thresholds. Howard Huang agreed to look into the existing Ioc analysis. The issue will be discussed at the next call. 

· Item 8 will not be addressed by the SCM group. It is difficult to find quantitative arguments justifying either of the positions. 

· Item 9: The SCM group sees that pseudo-code does not seem necessary. The SCM-Text is clear and has included pseudo-code style instructions.

· Item 10: The SCM is applicable to both forward and reverse links in terms of physical parameters. Andy Molisch mentioned whether the mobile to mobile correlation should be modeled on the RL. Correlation distances would be needed and possible a similar model for the FL. The group iterated that the FL modeling has not been considered and would complicate the modeling significantly. Dean Kitchener stated that it would take many monte carlo runs to average over the mobile-to-mobile correlations profiles and that it may not result to change in the system performance. It was agreed not to take action regarding this modeling aspect. 

Again, the Chair noted that the group has completed essentially the specification work. The group will remain active, complete the production of the final version of the SCM-Text, wait and address comments from WG3 and RAN1. The work load for the SCM group will be evaluated on each conference call from now on until the tasks diminish and the SCM work is considered stabilized at which point the SCM AHG will declare its objective accomplished.  
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