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DATE AND TIME 
	Wednesday, 16th July, 2014, 9.00 – 11.00 CEST (GMT+2h)

HOST
Nokia Networks
PARTICIPANTS
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Antonello Pisu
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram
Ericsson: Mr. Sajal Kumar Das
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
Nokia Networks: Mr. Khairul Hasan (WI Rapporteur), Mr. Juergen Hofmann (Moderator)
Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda
2. Review of the latest VAMOS III performance sheet
3. Discussion on the formula to derive RBER figures
4. Work Plan
5. AOB 
DISCUSSION
Approval of Agenda
The agenda was approved without comments. 
Review of the latest VAMOS III Performance Sheet
Contribution: VAMOS III Performance Spreadsheet v21, source: WI Rapporteur. It contained the actual spread sheet and an accompanying word document explaining the status of the excel file along with description of different spreadsheets used in the excel file.
Presented by: WI Rapporteur
The week before the telco this spreadsheet (v21) was circulated by Ericsson who made the latest modification. Ericsson added residual BER figures for the dB/dBm values at 1% FER agreed at GERAN#62.  
Discussion: 
Moderator (Juergen Hofmann) asked if any other company had any plan to revise results based on the agreement at GERAN#62. The work item rapporteur (Khairul Hasan) replied that companies were asked offline but no company had expressed any interest.
Conclusion: The contribution was noted.
Discussion on the formula to derive RBER figures         
Contribution: VAMOS III RBER Analysis, source: WI Rapporteur
Presented by: WI Rapporteur
A RBER analysis was done based on the figures provided by contributing companies. Different proposals are made for deriving the formula for RBER class 1b and class 2 final figures.
Proposal 1: Copy the VAMOS II RBER figures
Proposal 2: Take the average value of the RBER figures proposed by all companies
Proposal 3: Take the least stringent RBER figures from the figures proposed by all companies. If the least stringent figure is larger than corresponding VAMOS II RBER figure, take the VAMOS II RBER figure in that case.
Proposal 4: Take the second least stringent RBER figures proposed by all companies.
Discussion: 
1. Ericsson asked if, in section 2.1 for RBER class1b and class2 evaluation, any antenna correlation factor was taken into account. Rapporteur commented that no antenna correlation was considered.
2. On the matter of 0% RBER seen in a number of cases submitted by Ericsson, they commented that they simulated 50000 speech frames, but they would cross-check the points with 0% RBER. Ericsson also commented that RBER values of VAMOS II were well verified and thus those were very mature. Therefore, they were fine with Proposal 1, i.e. to take RBER values from VAMOS II to specify for VAMOS III. Rapporteur commented that MediaTek and Intel were also fine with Proposal 1 as understood from offline communication. 
3. Com-Research enquired about the Es/No and C/I figures in the simulation results shown in section 2.1. They asked if the Es/No and C/I values at 1% FER were aligned with the agreed values in 3GPP TS 45.005. They also asked if Rapporteur could provide more information about the receiver model and the Es/No and C/I figures at 1% FER. Rapporteur commented that a SAIC type of receiver with receiver diversity was assumed and agreed to share the Es/No and C/I figures offline. (Note: after the telco, the detail simulation results were shared offline with the companies participating in the telco). Rapporteur also commented that the dB/dBm gain seen in the simulation was aligned with the gain demonstrated by other companies in their contribution to VAMOS III Performance spreadsheet.
4. Com-Research (Section 2.2) made an observation on MediaTek’s performance figures related to the common RBER figures for all scenarios and commented that this was a simplified approach for the input and was not aligned with the structure of the performance inputs to the tables.
Rapporteur admitted that MediaTek’s use of a fixed value for each codec was the reason for the periodic pattern in the figures of section 2.2. However, even if constant values were not used, results would not deviate much from it. Although the RBER figures from other companies varied across profiles for the same codec, the pattern was similar to the constant RBER used by MediaTek. 
5. Com-research also commented that the title of section 2.3 “Failing cases” might be misleading, giving the impression that, companies may fail to meet the final figures, although it would most likely not to be the case in the end. This should be revised. The analysis as such was looking at the various details. All RBER entries of the four companies in the tables were provided conditionally to the given dB/dBm figures at 1% FER. Now the dB/dBm figures were changed according to the agreed CR at GERAN#62. Thus Com-Research had some reservation to take these figures as basis for the RBER analysis.
Rapporteur agreed to revise the title of section 2.3. Rapporteur commented that companies were asked to cross-check their figures. Intel, Com-Research and MediaTek did not revise their figures. Ericsson did not provide any RBER figure before. In Version 21 of the spreadsheet, they provided the RBER figures. 
6. Com-Research asked if the RBER figures from Ericsson were based on the agreed dB/dBm figures at 1% FER. Rapporteur and Ericsson both replied that it was the case and it was mentioned in the word document accompanying the VAMOS III Performance spreadsheet. 
7. Rapporteur asked the delegates about the preference of any proposals at this stage of the telco.
Com-Research replied that they were not ready to make or support any proposal. Figures provided by MediaTek were not according to the structure of the performance sheet. They also enquired about the impact to the speech quality if the proposed RBER figures were adopted. 
8. Ericsson replied that if RBER figures for VAMOS III were not further relaxed compared to those of VAMOS II, then the speech quality could be kept at the same level. 
9. Moderator asked if there was some information available from Ericsson side on the speech impact if RBER values of VAMOS III were relaxed compared to those of VAMOS II. Ericsson replied that for antenna correlation 0, the RBER figures change substantially versus VAMOS II, whilst for antenna correlation 0.7 they are almost the same between VAMOS III and VAMOS II. This also depends on the vendor dependent BFI threshold determination in the receiver.
10. Moderator proposed to formulate a baseline assumption on Proposal 1. 
Com-Research was not ready to support.
11. Huawei commented that looking at the “failing cases”, and taking the Ericsson figures as an example, some of the FER performance proposals for VAMOS III were improved over VAMOS II at the cost of degrading the RBER performance. Ericsson replied that the BFI threshold was the same. There was no compromise in the RBER performance.
12. Huawei then asked if VAMOS III FER performance figures were always better than VAMOS II figures, given the same RBER. Ericsson, Com-Research, WI Rapporteur confirmed that it was the case since diversity antenna helped in all cases. 
13. Huawei commented that if the same receiver margin was assumed for VAMOS II and VAMOS III, then we could observe an improvement of FER performance and a degradation of the RBER. Com-Research commented that this was also true for Com-Research results. The RBER results were slightly worse for VAMOS III compared against VAMOS II. 
14. Rapporteur commented that if the same bad frame detection algorithm were used, we would see similar gain in RBER as for FER hence it would be reasonable to assume the same RBER figures for VAMOS III and VAMOS II.  
Com-Research commented that we needed to be careful here. The statistics given in section 2.4 (Average improvement over VAMOS II) were more relevant than those given in section 2.3 (Failing case). An impact on speech quality should be considered.
Rapporteur replied that that the speech quality depended on FER and RBER. If VAMOS III and VAMOS II were required to provide same FER and RBER then there would be no reason to expect any degradation of speech quality. As a matter of fact, VAMOS III can achieve the same speech quality at much lower dB point than VAMOS II.
15. Moderator enquired again if the delegates could state a preference for Proposal 1.
Com-Research was not convinced that any of the given proposals should be adopted.
Huawei felt they needed to see if there was a speech quality impact. It should be ensured that VAMOS III outperforms VAMOS II and there was no impact on speech. Huawei felt further investigation were needed.
16. Rapporteur commented that Proposal 1 would ensure that we do not adopt worse performance than for VAMOS II.
Moderator proposed that to be added in the conclusion as a note.
Conclusion: A preference for Proposal 1 was mentioned by Ericsson and Nokia Networks whilst other companies did not express any preference but asked to not allow for speech quality degradation

Work Plan
No contribution was presented. The Rapporteur mentioned that the work plan with possible updates will be presented at GERAN1#63.
AOB 
None.
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