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Meeting Minutes of VAMOS telco #12 (updated)
1. DATE AND TIME 
Thursday, 13th January 2011, 13.30 - 16.30 CET  
2. PARTICIPANTS 
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg, Mr. Olof Liberg
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
Motorola: Mr. Jian Wu

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

Qualcomm: Mr. Zhi Zhong Yu

Renesas: Mr. Kent Pedersen 

Research In Motion: Mr. Werner Kreuzer, Mr. Eswar Vutukuri

ST-Ericsson: Mr. Sajal Kumar Das
Vodafone: Mr. Leo Patanapongpibul

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 

One contribution was submitted under this agenda item, entitled "On non-VAMOS MS Performance Requirements" from Telefon AB LM Ericsson & ST-Ericsson which was presented by Olof Liberg.

The contribution proposes the introduction of a new release independent and VAMOS compatible mobile type together with performance requirements with the intention to initiate a discussion on the actions required by TSG GERAN to guarantee VAMOS support for non-VAMOS mobiles.  
Discussion: 

Huawei questioned some of the assumptions made in the contribution. On the assumption that no dropped calls have been reported for DARP Phase I mobiles at positive SCPIR, they provided the additional information that instances of dropped calls had also been detected by them at positive SCPIR. They also thought it was too early to conclude that legacy non-DARP mobiles will function in VAMOS mode when allocated a positive SCPIR or that the proposed performance requirements specification was sufficient to prevent dropped calls occurring in VAMOS type I mobiles. They believed the root causes for the call drops first need to be identified before a new mobile type could be justified. Ericsson asked to provide further background on the statement that VAMOS type I mobiles are also affected by call drops, which was agreed by Huawei. Research In Motion questioned whether in practice the difference between the proposed new type and the VAMOS type I mobile would be sufficient to justify the new type resulting in a total of 5 MS classes for DARP and VAMOS. Motorola also had reservations about the new mobile type, requesting first a better understanding about the root cause of the call drops. Com-Research believed the question of justification could depended on the level of investment required for the current new mobile types and proposed to tighten the DARP phase I performance from a certain release onwards to avoid signalling changes. Research in Motion did not agree with this proposal and raised that such changes in performance would need a signalling indication. Further the penetration rate of such new mobiles would be rather low. Qualcomm mentioned the additional cost of such new MS class representing a “VAMOS light” terminal should be taken into account and proposed to investigate network changes. Motorola and Qualcomm raised the impact on conformance testing and certification aspects at the GCF level. Ericsson and ST-Ericsson stated that a solution is needed well before VAMOS I penetration is sufficient high and thought that a higher population of MS types are supporting VAMOS mode than VAMOS type I mobiles. They also asked feedback from MS vendors whether VAMOS type I mobiles are considered a solution in practice to this problem. Com-Research stated that a better understanding of the root cause was first needed before a decision can be taken for a new type. Inexpensive test scenarios with short test durations need to be identified. Nokia Siemens Networks remarked that solutions at the network side should also be considered because of the problem of low penetration rate  due to  the introduction of new mobiles. Ericsson and Huawei raised the importance to identify test cases which resolve any potential issue in the VAMOS mobile types. The moderator summarized the discussion pointing out that several companies see the need to first identify the root cause of the problem and that some companies raise the issue of a low penetration rate of Extended DARP phase I mobiles based on need for signalling indication. He asked if there was a consensus in that more investigations will be needed to identify if and what modifications are required in the current performance requirements for multiplexing non-VAMOS with non-VAMOS / VAMOS mobiles. Ericsson agreed suggesting  that mobile vendors should also contribute, since the drop causes are not fully understood.  
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.


2.2 UL Performance Requirements 

Two contributions were submitted under this agenda item.

The first is entitled "Further discussion on UL interferer levels for VAMOS" from Telefon AB LM Ericsson and ST-Ericsson which was presented by Mårten Sundberg. 

The contribution presents new data in terms of both real network statistics and system simulations for a non-VAMOS network in relation to the discussion on UL interferer levels for VAMOS.

Discussion: 

Nokia Siemens Networks provided an indication of the FER level seen in their simulations of MUROS-2 contributed to GERAN#48 being much less than the assumed 1 % FER and believed this provided evidence that the earlier assumption on C/I was too low. They also stated support for this contribution. Huawei asked if a single C/I figure could be identified from which interference could in general be analysed. Ericsson did not believe such a figure could be found which would apply to all networks due to different PC settings, etc. Vodafone believed similar results could be expected when considering networks of multi-vendor origin. Com-Research wondered whether the high C/I ratios seen in uplink might justify having nearly no performance requirements in the UL. Ericsson replied that the intention was only to identify a suitable interference level and that tighter requirements can be expected in the performance specification. Com-Research raised that investigations based on median levels are not appropriate in that there are more demanding carrier-to-interferer ratios than +13.5 dB and asked if it could be clarified how the interference was measured and on further details about the interference CDF. Ericsson did not believe such information was available. Vodafone stated that they support the stated conclusions and that they did not believe further investigations were needed. Com-Research requested two changes be made to the contribution to avoid any misunderstanding (section 1 should state that interferer profiles were fully agreed at GERAN#47 with levels FFS and section 3 should state that considerations have been based on median levels for signal and interference without a timing relationship). Huawei believed a logical inconsistency existed with the measured interference levels depicted in table 2 and 3 and the proposed interference levels in table 1. Ericsson did not believe this represented an inconsistency because the contribution brought supporting information for a proposal made in earlier meetings.

Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.

The second contribution submitted under this agenda item is entitled "Uplink Network Statistics" from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd which was presented by Chao Luo. This contribution provided some uplink RXLEV data collected from a real network and corresponding analysis on the median interference level. It is proposed to take these findings into consideration when specifying the interference levels for VAMOS uplink performance requirements.
Discussion: 

Nokia Siemens Networks asked if C/I information or information about the interference was available for the investigated network. Huawei replied that such information was not available. Com-Research believed that caution should be given to median levels taken from system simulations because a higher variation in the interference level could be expected in practice. On identification of a single C/I figure, Nokia Siemens Networks believed this would be difficult given the applicable networks having different configurations. They asked if the depicted interferer range in the contribution should be lower given the assumption in C/I was too optimistic. Huawei believed this depended on the network configuration (the network being free to impose any power control strategy) as well as the operating point of the Rx. Vodafone asked more background information on the method to derive the interferer statistics. Nokia Siemens Networks inquired if Huawei had confirmed the 4 dB C/I figure, assumed in their contribution, by own evaluations, which was not the case. Nokia Siemens Networks believed that there were two proposals of differing quality: the Huawei proposal was based on a C/I estimate while the Ericsson proposal was based on network measurements. Huawei asked if Nokia Siemens Networks had agreed to the assumed C/I figure at GERAN #48. Nokia Siemens Networks replied that they have results that show that the 4 dB C/I is too optimistic. Huawei believed it was hard to say if those results can be assumed to be universal. Com-Research asked if companies having performance results could check to see if they were consistent with their RXLEV values. They believed power control could be expected to minimise the UL level to save mobile battery and reduce interference in the network and further asked if the source of the interference was from CS timeslots. Nokia Siemens Networks replied that their results followed the MUROS TR simulation assumptions where in the network scenarios the PS timeslots are blocked to traffic. Ericsson replied that in their measurements the interference originated both from CS and PS timeslots.

The moderator commented that the proposal corresponded only to a range of values and asked if there was a single proposed figure. Huawei stated the intention was to report statistics and combine data from the different companies in order to derive a final level rather than to provide a specific proposal. Vodafone asked if there were any companies objecting to the interferer levels proposed by Ericsson. Nokia Siemens Networks believed in the absence of a second proposal, this was a valid question. Huawei stated they had objections to the Ericsson proposal.

Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted. Further offline discussion was recommended. 
2.3 BTS Conformance Test Specification
One contribution was submitted under this agenda item, entitled "Comments to assumptions on the BTS test specification for VAMOS" from Nokia Siemens Networks which was presented by Eddie Riddington.
The contribution provides comments to the assumptions / open issues on VAMOS conformance requirements for BTS.

Discussion: 

On the SCPIR_UL abbreviation in Section 3, Ericsson believed the correct interpretation should be received power rather than transmitted power. They pointed out a erroneous operation in the definition for SCPIR_UL (missing tan). They also supported the statement that the requirement at 400 kHz offset in Section 7.5 had limited value and could be excluded and wondered if this applied also on the DL. On the SCPIR_UL definition, Nokia Siemens Networks and Huawei believed transmitted power was more appropriate because the received power varies e.g. due to fading. Ericsson stated no strong opinion given average power is the same, as long as there was no ambiguity in the perception of "SCPIR" which refers to received power. Qualcomm believed the perception should be the received level in order to reflect differences in location / pathlosses between paired mobiles. RIM supported the definition being in terms of received levels. Huawei believed the confusion could be avoided if separate definitions were given in test and the core specification. Nokia Siemens Networks believed any definition would need to take into account the fact that SCPIR needs to be the same on both antennas (given that antenna diversity shall be used). Alcatel-Lucent wondered whether definitions between UL and DL could be aligned being in terms of sub-channel power. This was supported by Qualcomm who offered to propose this in a contribution at the next meeting, if there was sufficient interest. Nokia Siemens Networks believed the definition of test cases needed to be as unambiguous as possible to test engineers, configuring SCPIR_DL in the transmitter, where reference to 45.005 can not always be assumed. Motorola proposed to add that QPSK corresponds to SCPIR_DL = 0 dB. Com-Research asked to introduce a refined terminology for SCPIR in 45.005 in alignment to 51.021. Research In Motion agreed that changes to 45.005 are needed. 
For the remainder of the contribution, Nokia Siemens Networks proposed to go through each point one at a time to see if there were any concerns or objections. Huawei asked for a clarification that the extreme SCPIR values in Section 6 corresponded to SCPIR values 'supported' by the BTS. Nokia Siemens Networks agreed with this proposal. Huawei asked to modify the wording of the statement in section 6 “and the largest absolute SCPIR value (negative SCPIR values could be expected to yield similar measurements as positive SCPIR values)”, in that the term “measurements” should be substituted by “performance”, which was agreed. For section 7 it was asked to add the phrase “the requirements shall apply to each subchannel”, which was agreed. For the remaining sections there were no concerns / objections expressed.
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.

 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 Juergen Hofmann.  

Discussion: 

There was no comment received in the meeting. 

Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.

4. AOB 

WI Rapporteur asked the need for a second telco before GERAN#49. Some companies stated preference for offline discussions rather than a follow-up telco. 

Hence no second telco will be scheduled before GERAN#49.  

WI Rapporteur informed that the WI Rapporteurship for VAMOS is handed over from Juergen Hofmann to Eddie Riddington.
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