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Meeting Minutes of ENHVAMOS telco #2
Date and Time
Monday, 9th January 2012, 13.00 - 15.00 CET

Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni

Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg, Mr. Olof Liberg

Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo

Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Eddie Riddington

Samsung: Mr. Satish Jamadagni

ST-Ericsson: Mr. Sajal Kumar DAS
Vodafone: Mr. Chris Pudney

ZTE: Mr. Jing Li, Mr. Lin Yang
Agenda

1. Approval of Agenda

2. ENHVAMOS Technical Report

3. Working Assumptions

4. Performance Aspects

4.1 Link Level Performance

4.2 System Level Performance

5. Signalling Aspects

6. Contributions Related to Candidate Techniques

7. Work Plan

8. 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 v0.3.0”, sourced WI Rapporteur.
This contribution is an update of the draft TR presented at the closing plenary of GERAN#52.

Comments/Questions: 
Ericsson (shared by NSN) believed that the information that needs to be exchanged by the candidate technique should be completely listed (i.e. without the “etc”). They also believed that the requirements on the BSC-BSC interface (e.g. rate of information exchange) should be provided by the candidate solution, and a common set of requirements might be needed in the common assumptions chapter of the draft TR. The WI Rapporteur agreed that the information exchange should be clearly stated by the proponent of a candidate technique. But he also believed that each vendor might have a preference on the above mentioned variables, so he did not foresee any possibility to reach a common assumption or finalize anything before some evaluation was carried out. Considering this it was believed by the WI Rapporteur that it should be OK for a candidate technique to leave some variables for further study. 
NSN commented on subclause 5.5.4 that a reference should be given to the specific subclause of 3GPP TR 45.926 on BCCH carrier measurements (instead of just the TR number). 
Ericsson asked for clarification the principle (how and when) to include information in the TR. It was clarified that for working assumptions only those agreed at telcos or GERAN meetings were included, but for candidate techniques or evaluation documents from individual vendor(s) on which there were no serious concerns they were directly incorporated. This was also believed to be the case in the MUROS TR for candidate techniques. Ericsson felt that this was a good approach, but they also proposed a new way of working that for discussions from specific vendor(s) a clear request should be given (and agreed at telcos or GERAN meetings) before being included in the TR. This was agreed. 
Conclusion: 

Subclause 5.5.4 of the draft TR will be updated, putting a reference to the specific subclause of 3GPP TR 45.926 on BCCH carrier measurements.
The draft TR will only include those discussions explicitly requesting to be included.
3. Working Assumptions

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.

4. Performance Aspects

4.1 Link Level Performance

Mr. Chao Luo presented “Modelling TSCs in the Interferers”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd.

This document introduces two interferer profiles to model the impact of TSC cross correlation in the downlink. The new interferer profiles were derived respectively from MTS-1 and MTS-2, using the same approach as depicted in subclause 5.3 of the SAIC TR [1]. Link level simulations were run to show the impacts due to the changes of interferer profiles.

Comments/Questions: 

NSN asked for clarification the intention for averaging the FER over interferer profiles and interferer modulations in bullet 3 of section 4 (e.g. whether it was to have a single average value that could be used regardless of interferer profiles and interfere modulations). They also commented that the impact found by them in the MUROS study depended on modulations, and the distributions of modulations depended on VAMOS penetrations, whereas in bullet 3 equal level of impact was given to each modulation. They further wondered how the average impact was applied to L2S interface. Huawei clarified that the intention was to simplify the averaging approach to model the impact. Huawei further felt that given the various interference scenarios occurring in system simulations, it would be quite hard to capture every aspect of the impact, which they believed was the reason why only an average impact should be applied to the L2S data. NSN asked for more information on the L2S methodology as they felt the lack of reference in the document. It was clarified by Huawei that this could be done in a later version of the document.
Ericsson also shared NSN’s comments on bullet 3 of section 4 that the averaging approach was too simplistic. They further wondered whether the SAIC performance was always degraded when modelling TSCs in the interferers, given the new TSC set introduced by VAMOS. They felt it interesting to see simulation results with fixed TSCs in the interferers (although they were OK with a simplistic approach without such results, if verified). Regarding the comment from Ericsson that there might even be improvements in the fixed TSC case, Huawei asked for clarification whether there were some preliminary results from Ericsson. It was clarified by Ericsson that they believed the new training sequences have good cross correlation properties which could be beneficial to the performance of a VAMOS aware MS. But they also encouraged mobile vendors’ views.
On the averaging approach Huawei believed that the modelling inaccuracy existed already in the MUROS study. They also questioned the necessary connection between modelling accuracy and verification against MTS-1 and MTS-2. Ericsson acknowledged the trade off in the MUROS study but wondered if it justified “tampering” the existing L2S. Ericsson suggested following a similar verification procedure as they did in the MUROS study (i.e. verifying the updated mapping against MTS-1 and MTS-2).
Ericsson asked if there’s any simulation on GMSK modulated wanted signals (No). Huawei stated that one of the reasons was that similar results/conclusions existed already in the SAIC study. Ericsson believed that such simulations are important and should be provided.
Ericsson asked how the TSCs for AQPSK modulated interferers were chosen. It was clarified by Huawei that the same TSC code was selected from the two TSC sets for the two VAMOS sub-channels.

Ericsson asked why the TSCs taken by the VAMOS signal was not excluded for non-dominant interferers. It was clarified by Huawei that TSC collisions between the carrier and the interferers do exist in the field, and should be reflected. For the dominant co-channel interferer the collision should however be largely avoided by a good network planning.
The WI Rapporteur asked for comments on whether it was still necessary to keep the “EVTS-1” and “EVTS-2” definitions in subclause 5.3 of the draft TR. NSN questioned the mandatory use of interferer profiles in subclause 5.3 of the draft TR. They felt these interferer profiles could simply be removed. The WI Rapporteur agreed that the interferer profiles should not be mandated, but he also believed that some baseline interferer profiles might be useful when comparing investigations from different vendors e.g. for the TSC cross correlation issue. Ericsson proposed to remove the mandatory part but keep the definitions there. Different views were raised on whether there should be formal definitions or just descriptive text with examples. Ericsson asked for more time to finalize the details.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted.

The mandatory part in subclause 5.3 of the draft TR will be removed.

4.2 System Level Performance

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.

5. Signalling Aspects

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.

6. Contributions Related to Candidate Techniques

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.

7. Work Plan

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

This contribution is an update of the work plan presented at the closing plenary of GERAN#52.

Comments/Questions: 
NSN asked for clarification which operator supported the Coordinated Channel Allocation for VAMOS proposal (China Mobile). Ericsson asked to remove the sentence “Proposal supported by one operator”.
Conclusion: 

The work plan will be updated, removing the sentence “Proposal supported by one operator”.
8. Any Other Business

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









































































































































































































































































































