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Source: WI Rapporteur  


Meeting Minutes of VAMOS telco #16
1. DATE AND TIME 
Thursday, 2nd February, 13.00 - 15.15 CET   
2. PARTICIPANTS 
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni

Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg

Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo and Ms. Jiehua Xiao
Intel: Mr. Henry Zhang and Mr. John Zhou
Marvell: Mr. Paul Spencer

MediaTek: Mr. Chun-Ming Kuo 

Motorola Mobility: Mr. Jian Wu

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

Qualcomm: Mr. Zhi Zhong Yu
Renesas: Mr. Carsten Juncker

Research In Motion: Mr. Werner Kreuzer

ST-Ericsson: Mr. Sajal Kumar DAS
Vodafone: Mr. Chris Pudney (from 14:00 CET)

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 VAMOS 
2.1 DL Performance Requirements 

One contribution was submitted under this agenda item entitled Draft CR 45.005 VAMOS-I DL performance requirements from Renesas, which was presented by Mr. Carsten Juncker.

Carsten indicated that Renesas would like to get all VAMOS I requirements completed by GERAN#53.
Discussion: 

Nokia Siemens Networks: enquired about the changes originating from VAMOS performance spreadsheet v65 referred to in the Reason for change field, which had not yet been distributed.

Renesas: confirmed these to be around 5 or 6 figures resulting from updates to VAMOS performance spreadsheet v61 which was submitted to GERAN #52.
Com-Research: encouraged solutions to fix the RBER-1b issue (item 3 in the Reason for change field).

Mediatek: enquired about the impact of removing one company (Nokia) from the spreadsheet.

Renesas: explained these were obsolete values and were removed as discussed with them.

Nokia Siemens Networks: asked if Com-Research planned to contribute to item 3, which was confirmed by Com-Research.
Renesas: encouraged companies to agree RBER-1b before GERAN#53.

Nokia Siemens Networks: identified a typo on the coversheet (item 2 in summary of change field should refer to half rate AMR instead of full rate).
Conclusion: 

The WI Rapporteur encouraged vendors to contact Renesas if further changes were envisaged that could be captured in the CR.

2.2 UL Performance Requirements

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

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

One contribution was submitted under this agenda item entitled Wide Pulse effect on VAMOS-II DL from Renesas, which was presented by Mr. Carsten Juncker.

Carsten explained that the spectrum had been estimated and normalized for each pulse shape candidate.

Discussion: 

Qualcomm: asked if the interferers used in VTS-1 to VTS-4 also used the wide pulse shape.
Renesas: replied that the wide pulse had been used for the desired signal only. They stated their intention to provide results also with the wide pulse used for the interferers to GERAN#53.

Ericsson: was encouraged by the results. They asked if any receiver re-design had been done to support the wide pulse.
Renesas: stated they had not, but expected slightly higher gains in case of pulse shape optimization.
Motorola: asked if new performance requirements would be needed in case results are worse with the use of a wide pulse shape for the interferer?
Renesas: had no strong preference, but did not see a need for a new MS type unless i) different vendors showed significantly different results or ii) operators preferred to have a separate set of requirements. 

Motorola: wondered if a wide pulse might also be useful in the uplink direction given that the two signals are not orthogonal.
Ericsson: believed the downlink to be the limiting link for VAMOS and commented that the BTS performance requirements assume receiver diversity.

Motorola: noted that the MS power is less in uplink and that a wide pulse had been introduced in UL for EGPRS2.
Nokia Siemens Networks: asked Renesas if they could clarify the criterion in i) (see above).
Renesas: clarified that they saw no need for a new type if it turned out that vendors used the same VAMOS II architecture, but wondered if different architectures may have different  sensitivity to interference from a wide pulse.

Nokia Siemens Networks: expressed an interest in seeing performance evaluations also for legacy DARP I mobiles to check if a wider pulse could be applied to these MS types.

Renesas: agreed that a similar investigation could be done for VAMOS I and DARP I MS types.
Huawei: expressed an interest also in seeing performance evaluations when the wide pulse is used by an AQPSK modulated interferer to a GMSK modulated wanted signal. 

Renesas: asked if they meant a DARP I configuration?

Huawei: clarified that both DARP I and VAMOS I were of interest, and that they believed the investigation into the impact to legacy services as a major issue.

Nokia Siemens Networks: clarified their request earlier to concern only the evaluation of a wide pulse on the wanted signal for legacy DARP I mobiles as the impact to legacy users had already been studied in MUROS study. They saw additional simulations as a doubling of the results. 

Ericsson: agreed with Nokia Siemens Networks. 

Qualcomm: asked if Renesas could investigate the adaptive pulse shape proposal in which the stronger sub-channel used the narrow pulse shape and the weaker sub-channel used a wider pulse shape in order to stay within the spectrum mask.

Huawei: recalled the discussion at GERAN#52 had not concluded that a wide pulse shape will be specified. They agreed the MUROS study item had concluded that a wide pulse is acceptable in some scenarios - but believed it would be worth simulating the link to see if different performance requirements for wide pulse shape were needed in the case of link level degradation.

Conclusion: 

The WI Rapporteur concluded that there were differences of opinion expressed on what additional simulations were believed necessary.

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

One contribution was submitted under this agenda item, entitled VAMOS Enhancements for MS Energy Saving from MediaTek, which was presented by Mr. Chun-Ming Kuo.
Discussion: 

The moderator asked if it would be possible to begin with questions for clarification.
ST-Ericsson: asked if the proposed burst mapping for the two users in Figure 2 was based on a division between even and odd bits? 

MediaTek: confirmed this was not the intention.
Renesas: asked how sch1 and sch2 in the alternative pairing proposal were aligned to the current VAMOS proposal.
RIM: clarified that the sch terminology referred to VAMOS subchannel and not to synchronisation channel.

Ericsson: asked what the colour coding in Figure 2 represented. 

MediaTek: clarified that yellow indicated a repetition of information to a given user in case of DTX of the other user. 

Com-Research: believed there should be no impact to interleaving, but asked if this had been studied in detail.
MediaTek: believed performance was for further study.
Qualcomm: asked if the proposal was for both DL and UL? On UL, they believed the proposal violated the rationale for a training sequence to have a similar interference condition as for the payload.

MediaTek: believed there would be fewer problems in finding the TSC than in the present approach where the signals are not fully orthogonal. They believed the interference aspect needed further study.

Nokia Siemens Networks: asked if the RF current calculation corresponded to the receiver, transmitter or both? 

MediaTek: clarified this was a simplification and that the RF current will be different between receiver & transmitter with the latter being significantly higher.

Renesas: asked if the MS would need to support AQPSK modulation in UL,  which was confirmed by MediaTek.
Huawei: asked about the mentioned use for common control channels how this proposal would be applicable to common control channels?

MediaTek: believed VAMOS could also be applied to common control channels.  

Qualcomm: did not believe TX efficiency of AQPSK in UL is comparable with GMSK which is the most efficient.

MediaTek: believed the topic needed further study and that it depended on the used PA. 

ST-Ericsson: believed there is a similar issue in the DL when the receiver is in DTX because of the different properties of GMSK or AQPSK interference for the VAMOS feature or for the MediaTek proposal, respectively, generated for other terminals.

Motorola: noted the proposal in Figure 3 had an impact to the time mask and expected a reduction in the interleaving gain if bits were mapped onto half of the bursts. 

Ericsson: believed AQPSK would need additional back-off in UL with a potential loss in coverage. They also believed the support of legacy mobiles should  have been targeted with the current VAMOS solution and asked for clarification if the proposal would only be applicable when two VAMOS II MSs, capable of receiving the new burst format, are paired. Ericsson also asked how power balancing between users would be provided if not by subchannel power imbalance ratio currently used.

MediaTek: invitied companies to discuss these further.

Nokia Siemens Networks: Believed AQPSK modulation also provided a lower energy per bit. They asked what the increase in standby time was based on, because standby time was not affected by the use of VAMOS on traffic channels. Likewise they asked for clarification of the applicability of the proposal to MTC.
MediaTek: believed the proposal could balance the traffic generated by MTC devices according to reference 10. They also believed the proposal could be used to multiplex users on paging channels in order to reduce standby current consumption.
Renesas: asked if QPSK rather than AQPSK modulation applied when only one user was active, which was confirmed by MediaTek, both for UL and DL.
Huawei: asked how the MS would know that the paired MS had entered the DTX state.
MediaTek: believed this was for further study and identified signalling or detection of this state by the MS as possible solutions.

Com-Research: saw the proposal as aiming to concentrate the transmission in order to save power consumption both in the MS transmitter and receiver. They wondered if this could be applied in terms of energy saving equally for the BTS. They also believed it could shorten the time for paging messages by cutting the paging messages into two packets. They wondered if this could be used for low rate data transmissions for point-to-point transmissions. They were interested in what could be the way forward for such proposal regarding existing study activities. 

Nokia Siemens Networks: asked Com-Research what study items were considered as related to this proposal? 

Com-Research: believed BTSEnergy, VAMOS enhancements and MTC as identified in the references 10 and 11 could be seen as related study items.

Nokia Siemens Networks: believed the BTSEnergy study item already deals with channel types that exclude VAMOS and that this proposal, although deserving more attention in coming meetings, should be separated from this study. 

Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.  

3. Work Plan

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

Discussion: 

No comments.
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.

4. AOB 

The WI Rapporteur reminded participants to confirm their participation by Email. 
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