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Meeting Minutes of ENHVAMOS telco #3
Date and Time
Thursday, 26th April 2012, 13.00 - 14.30 CEST
Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni

Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg, Mr. Olof Liberg

Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo, Ms. Jiehua Xiao
MediaTek: Chun-Ming Kuo

Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Eddie Riddington, Mr. Juergen Hofmann
Research In Motion: Mr. Werner Kreuzer
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

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.
3. Working Assumptions

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.

4. Performance Aspects

4.1 Link Level Performance

Mr. Chao Luo presented “Comments to GP-120390”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd.

This document contains some comments from the sourcing company in response to GP-120390. Discussion was given on synchronous vs. non-synchronous network performance and on the accuracy of link level performance modelling.
Comments/Questions: 

Ericsson stated that there was a misunderstanding of the purpose of their contribution, where they showed the importance of TSC planning in synchronous networks, especially those with cyclic frequency hopping and a 1/1 frequency reuse, since the random behavior between the carrier and the interferers will vanish in such networks. Ericsson further clarified that the intention of their paper was not to diminish the importance of TSC planning in asynchronous networks, but to highlight the importance of TSC planning in synchronous networks.
Huawei did not believe that they misunderstood Ericsson’s contribution. They clarified that the purpose of their contribution was to raise questions like whether TSC planning (a network planning aspect) should be included in L2S modelling, whether it had been done in earlier studies, and why it was found by Ericsson that it was more important in the ENHVAMOS study than in other studies (e.g. MUROS), etc. They particularly could not understand Ericsson’s view for the last question since Ericsson also agreed that TSC planning was important both in synchronous networks and in asynchronous networks.

Ericsson believed that inconsistency exists between latest Huawei contributions. They pointed out that in the contribution being discussed, it was stated that “Modern GSM receivers are generally expected to provide more gains in synchronous networks than in non-synchronous networks”, one of the examples being SAIC, however, in e.g. Figure 1 of an earlier Huawei contribution (GP-120128), SAIC receivers experienced degraded performance when exposed to synchronous interferers, hence the contradiction.
Huawei clarified that what they showed in GP-120128 was the link level performance, whilst what was quoted in the present document was field trial results. They believed that sufficient clarifications had been given on the difference between link level and system level gains in both documents.
Ericsson commented that they could not follow the explanation given by Huawei on performance comparison. They believed the loss as shown in GP-120128 (if true) should be roughly reflected also in the field trial results. Huawei asked for clarification whether Ericsson trusted the gains quoted from the SAIC feasibility study (yes), and was encouraged by the concurrence from Ericsson that synchronous network operation do provide gains. They then clarified that the potential loss of synchronous networks at link level will certainly be reflected at system level, but on the other hand it is usually (over) compensated by the gains obtained by the RRM. They further explained that what they showed in GP-120128 was the link level performance, not the L2S modelling results. They believed that it was a simple simulator setup and encouraged Ericsson to verify those results, and also to contribute to the averaging approach.
Com-Research compared the figure 1 in both GP-120390 and GP-120128 where the former showed specific results whilst the latter showed the results after some averaging approach. They believed that although an averaging of the former could deliver a variety of results but systematic degradation appears clearly when old training sequences were used, and that might be an explanation to the results shown in the latter. This was concurred by Ericsson.
Huawei was confused by Ericsson’s concurrence with Com-Research’s comments. They interpreted Com-Research’s comments as finding some agreements between Huawei and Ericsson’s link level results, so they could not understand why Ericsson should question Huawei’s results.

NSN believed that what was new in the current study was the combination of two TSC sets, and the large variation of the impacts to the performance. They asked for more simulation samples (i.e. TSC combinations) for a more clear picture of the impact. They further expressed interests to see the inclusion of delay (plus or minus) in synchronous networks, as this was inevitable in real networks.
Huawei stated that what was modelled in MUROS was basically synchronous networks and they did not see anything special in ENHVAMOS which was worth adding a new dimension. NSN believed that the level of impacts had not been seen, and that we should not depart too much away from the real networks. NSN would also like to see more results regarding carrier and interferer TSC combinations, as they wanted to know the impacts when TSC could not be planned in an optimum way. Com-Research pointed to the discussions for TSC selection in MUROS and believed that TSC cross correlation properties had been studied by some companies for those discussions. They also encouraged Ericsson to share more figures regarding performance impacts. They further pointed out the advantages of the “managed cross correlation” of TSCs, as seen in figure 1 for TSC set 2, and encouraged more studies on this. NSN wondered whether the results for TSC set 2 could be concluded as general results regardless of the wanted signal TSC.

The WI Rapporteur asked for comments on refining/clarifying the working assumptions on L2S modelling, e.g. “an average impact (+/-) from TSC cross correlation shall be modeled” was believed to be a bit confusing. NSN believed that what was missing was the delay which could not be assumed to be always zero.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted.

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 GERAN#53.

Comments/Questions: 
Ericsson asked to capture the agreement that “a pseudo CR shall be used”. It was clarified by the WI Rapporteur that the major points proposed in the agreed discussion paper were copied here while the two following bullet points were not, and this was just for the sake of conciseness (but could be added if felt necessary). Ericsson also proposed to remove the item “Evaluation and comparison of candidate techniques” in the “Description” column, as this did not happen at GERAN#53. It was clarified by the WI Rapporteur that the “Description” column captures what was planned/foreseen for a specific milestone, whilst the “Outcome” column outlines what really happened, and this was believed to be a common practice in a study item. Ericsson withdrew their second comment.

NSN proposed to add some bullet points in the “Outcome” column saying that something (e.g. Evaluation and comparison of candidate techniques) was planned but not done. The WI Rapporteur found this an interesting proposal but felt that this will deviate from the convention of other studies.
Conclusion: 

The work plan will be updated taking the comments into account.
8. Any Other Business

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









































































































































































































































































































