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     Agenda Item: 7.1.5.3.5
27 - 31 August 2012
Source: WI Rapporteur

Meeting Minutes of ENHVAMOS telco #4
Date and Time
Thursday, 25th June 2012, 13.00 - 14.35 CEST
Participants
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg

Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Eddie Riddington, Mr. Juergen Hofmann
ZTE: Mr. Jing Li

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

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.
4.2 System Level Performance

Mr. Chao Luo presented “Coordinated Channel Allocation - System Performance”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd.

This document presents some preliminary system simulation results for the proposal “Coordinated Channel Allocation”.
Comments/Questions: 

Huawei noted that 100% VAMOS capable mobiles were assumed, but the assumption was not captured in the document.

Ericsson asked to clarify a number of points: the difference between the reference case and the candidate technique case (They differed in channel allocation policy. Whether the reference case assumed cyclic frequency hopping was left to be checked), the assumptions on uplink measurements (Only downlink was simulated), information that needed to be exchanged (Only one BSC was modelled which knew everything needed, e.g. transmission power of all active timeslots, reported RXLEVs etc, meaning that information sharing level 2 as defined in the draft TR was assumed). Ericsson also expressed an interest to see simulation results regarding different assumptions on mobile velocity, like what was being discussed in the BTS energy saving study.

NSN felt that the concept of Coordinated Channel Allocation was a bit vague and needed further clarification on a number of aspects. They gave an example on C/I comparison, especially the setting of the target C/Is (a mix of VAMOS mobiles and non-VAMOS mobiles would require different target C/Is). They also pointed out that the channel mode adaptation methods and the VAMOS pairing policy both have impacts on the simulation results. They stated that without any detail on these algorithms it would be hard to derive the results shown in the document. Huawei asked what level of detail would NSN be interested to see (information like RXLEV and RXQUAL handling). Huawei believed that the principle of CCA and the VAMOS pairing policy had been clearly stated in their documents. As to the RRM details they believed that these were quite vendor specific and were not discussed also in other vendors’ documents and in other studies. They also gave an example that in the MUROS study it was agreed to optimize channel mode adaptation based on vendor specific thresholds, but no vendor had ever shown in the simulation results any detail of the thresholds. NSN agreed that for channel mode adaptation there was no need to show the vendor specific thresholds.
Ericsson asked to clarify the number of cells in the measurement report that were used for interference measurement and the number of cells used for neighbour cell measurement. Huawei replied that it was not available in the document but could be checked later. Ericsson also asked whether path loss was estimated during the call setup phase (Yes).
NSN commented that “VAMOS traffic rate” was not a metric used in the MUROS study. They asked to clarify why the hardware efficiency metric defined in the MUROS TR was not used. Huawei stated that the metric used in the document was more straightforward when comparing two cases both operating in VAMOS mode, and that the “hardware efficiency” metric used in the MUROS study was equivalent to “network capacity” (multiplied by a constant), which was not of interest in the simulations here. NSN agreed that the new metric could be added for comparing cases operating in VAMOS mode, but they also believed the hardware efficiency metric used in the MUROS study should be kept for comparison with MUROS results.
NSN asked to clarify whether the calculation of VAMOS traffic was on burst level. It was clarified by Huawei that the approach used to count the total traffic was reused, but only Erlangs contributed by VAMOS pairs were counted.
Ericsson stated that the evaluation method used in the document did not follow those defined in the draft TR. They encouraged further evaluations following the methods defined in the draft TR. Ericsson also commented that the difference of unsatisfied user rate depends on the load.
NSN believed that a simulation time of 900 ms was too short. This was not agreed by Huawei and Ericsson. NSN further asked to clarify some other points: the reason why BCCH was not evaluated (It was modelled but no TCH was allocated on it. No power reduction on the BCCH carrier was assumed), whether the call setup phase was counted as VAMOS traffic (No), the specific places in draft TR 45.926 that were followed for BCCH carrier measurement (See the latest draft TR 43.801), whether the frames lost due to handover were TDMA frames or speech frames (the latter).
Conclusion: 

The document was noted.

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#54.

Comments/Questions: 
None.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted.

8. Any Other Business

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









































































































































































































































































































