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Meeting Minutes of ENHVAMOS telco #5
Date and Time
Tuesday, 21st January 2014, 9.30 - 10.45 CET
Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Antonello Pisu

Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg

Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
NSN: Mr. Juergen Hofmann
Agenda

1. Approval of Agenda

2. ENHVAMOS Technical Report

3. Performance Aspects

4. Signalling Aspects

5. Work Plan

6. 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 v0.5.0”, sourced SI Rapporteur.

This document is an update of the draft TR, incorporating two pCRs agreed at GERAN1#60 relating to the updated link to system modelling and verifications and system level evaluation results.
Comments/Questions: 

Ericsson proposed two changes to the document: subclause 8.1.1 shall refer to contents in clause 7, to make the TR more self-contained; the capacity figures shall be captured in the system level simulation results.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted. The proposed changes will be incorporated into pCRs submitted to the next GERAN meeting.
Mr. Chao Luo presented “Proposed Changes to TR 43.801”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd.

This document proposes some changes to the ENHVAMOS TR, including the removal of some editors’ notes, clarifications of working assumptions, and cleanup of unneeded interferer scenarios, etc.
Comments/Questions: 

Ericsson was in general fine with the proposed changes. However, they questioned the intention of the text still left in subclauses 5.3 and subclauses 5.4 where it was stated that “the link level performance … shall be specified” for the defined interferer scenarios. They believed that for ENHVAMOS only system level performance would be of interest. It was clarified by Huawei that the text was literally copied from the MUROS TR, and could be simply removed since there is a sentence in subclause 5.1 saying that working assumptions should align with the MUROS TR except explicitly stated. Ericsson was fine with the removal of the two subclauses.
NSN asked for reasons why the assumptions agreed for synchronous and asynchronous network evaluations should be removed. They also asked to capture these reasons in a cover sheet of the document. Huawei clarified that it was initially proposed to have ENHVAMOS specific interferer profiles (i.e. “EVTS-1” and “EVTS-2”) but after a long time there could be no consensus on how they should be defined (specifically how the TSC part of the interferers should be defined), making them meaningless in the TR. Regarding the removal of subclauses 5.3 and 5.4 as a whole, Huawei and Ericsson reiterated their opinions (see the above paragraph).

Given the discussions on subclauses 5.3 and 5.4, Huawei saw two options on the way forward: either removes them in the TR, or keeps them in the TR but rephrases the text saying that the existing interferer profiles could be used, but not for the purpose of the link level performance evaluation. Ericsson was fine with both options. Huawei commented that they would propose the second option in their contribution to the next GERAN meeting. NSN added that a reference should be given to the link to system mapping subclause.
Regarding bullet a) of subclause 5.7, NSN wondered whether this is specified only for some particular candidate techniques and how to ensure only some of the TSC combinations will “occur”. Huawei believed that the proposed change to bullet a) was just a clarification of what was intended. They further clarified that in case of dynamic TSC planning, the processing branch of a TSC combination would never get executed even if it was modelled. NSN then proposed to change “occurring” to “configured”.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted. The version submitted to the next GERAN meeting will incorporate two changes: rewording of text in subclauses 5.3 and 5.4, and rewording of 5.7.a).
3. Performance Aspects

Mr. Chao Luo presented “Updated System Performance Evaluation for Coordinated Channel Allocation (update of GP-130997)”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd.

This document is an update of GP-130997, replacing the simulation results with updated configurations (simulation time and MS moving speed).
Comments/Questions: 

Ericsson commented that the last sentence of the first paragraph of clause 5 could be misunderstood. They reiterated their comments in GERAN #60 that in their study the link to system mappings for 3 km/h was also valid for 50 km/h. They suggested adding such a statement, if also found to be true by Huawei. It was clarified by Huawei that they did not carry out such a study but just followed the suggestion in GERAN #60 from Ericsson, however they can improve that sentence by means of inserting Ericsson’s comment and stating that the comment was adopted by Huawei in the simulations.
Ericsson asked for the evaluation of the regular MUROS-1 scenario. Huawei believed that MUROS-1 was very challenging not only for the MUROS/VAMOS technique but also for Coordinated Channel Allocation which is based on MUROS/VAMOS, making it less interesting to be investigated. Ericsson commented that such a conclusion should be captured in the study. Huawei agreed to have some text in the TR but clarified that since there were no official simulation results, what can be stated was that “the capacity gains of ENHVAMOS are considered negligible in a scenario where no gain can be found for MUROS/VAMOS”.
Ericsson asked whether there was any investigation on the difference between the BCCH layer and the TCH layer (No, as indicated in table 1), and whether baseband hopping or synthesizer hopping was used for the MUROS-2 case (the MUROS-2 configuration defined in the MUROS TR was followed).

NSN asked for the definition of call drop rate and handover failure rate. It was clarified by Huawei that the definitions in reference 7 were reused.

Conclusion: 

The document was noted. The document will be improved taking into account the above discussions before being submitted to the next GERAN meeting.
4. Signalling Aspects

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item.

5. Work Plan

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

This contribution is an update of the work plan presented at GERAN#60.

Comments/Questions: 
None.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted.

6. Any Other Business

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









































































































































































































































































































