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Output of the drafting session on GERAN Evolution Feasibility Study Technical Report
Drafting session recommends contributions listed in Annex A to be included into the Technical Report together with the comments and questions raised during their discussion in WG1 (also listed). Note that this list does not include contributions presented during the joint session.
The drafting session also recommends a table that compares proposals (or combinations of proposals) against the objectives of the Feasibility Study to be included in the Technical Report in order to help summarise the status for each proposal. The content of this Table should be based on the content of the Feasibility Study. The table and accompanying text in the Annex A is proposed. It already includes an evaluation for MSRD and DL DC, and it is expected that the remainder of the table will be completed with the help of contributions in forthcoming meetings 
The drafting session also recommends that once a proposal is agreed as a work item, a description should be provided providing more details on the justification
It was noted that definitions for spectral efficiency and cell border were needed in order to ensure fair comparisons in the table
It was also noted that MS implementation complexity is not an explicit objective, even though it is consider as important criteria when determining feasibility of a proposal. It is therefore recommended that when concluding on the feasibility of a proposal, this aspect should be taken into account and captured within the justification.
Annex A: Contributions and comments during WG1
	GP-060170
	New burst structures - First simulation results
	Qualcomm Europe S.A.R.L.
	· Clarification needed on impairments modelled

· Evaluation to consider a channel profile more suited to higher velocities (e.g. HT100 & RA250) and frequency bands more sensitive to Doppler effects

· Evaluation should consider different interference conditions existing in each timeslot

· Evaluation should consider BLER performance

	GP-060112
	The Influence of TSC Position in the New Slot on the Link Performance
	Huawei
	· Comments relating to operation on the downlink (USF & SFs)

	GP-060118
	Discussion - Test Scenarios for MSRD
	Nokia
	· for discussion only

	GP-060309
	On the Definition of Performance Specifications for Mobile Station Receive Diversity 
	Motorola
	· for discussion only

	GP-060186
	Additional results for Turbo Coding and Higher Order Modulation
	Intel
	· Evaluation to consider non-hopping performance in order to reflect existing network deployments

· Evaluation to consider 4 slot interleaving depth for case where higher layer impacts are minimised

· Evaluation to consider IR in order to allow a fair comparison with EGPRS

	GP-060189
	Dual Symbol Rate performance in legacy MRC network
	Nokia
	· Clarification needed on rx filter BWs assumed in the simulations

· Clarification needed on how antenna diversity was modelled

· Clarification on the simulated system scenario

· More detail on blind detection of symbol rate and to filter implementation

· Clarification needed on why there are differences in interference statistics between data and voice

· Conclusion regarding asynchronous network performance not applicable in other reuse scenarios 

 

	GP-060190
	Updates for Dual Symbol Rate section of the Feasibility Study on Future GERAN Evolution
	Nokia
	· Clarification needed on the MIMO description

· Clarification needed on the detection of new header type

· Clarification needed on the impact of modulation zero crossings to the transmitter EVM

· Clarification needed on impact of wideband interference to modulation detection

· Clarification needed on impact of wideband noise to tx and rx band

	GP-060258
	Performance evaluation of 16QAM and turbo codes
	Ericsson
	· Evaluation to consider non hopping link performance results

· Evaluation to consider 3/9 reuse non hopping configuration

· Evaluation to consider larger cell radius (1-2km) and for PC to be used

· Evaluation to consider IR in order to allow a fair comparison with EGPRS

· Clarification needed on impact to neighbour cell measurements when deployed on BCCH

· Request to consider other constellations
· Definition on spectral efficiency to be agreed for packet data when presenting performance results (ref RAN1 discussions)

· Evaluation to consider different penetration values

	GP-060188
	RF aspects for Dual Carrier in uplink
	Nokia
	· Clarification needed on how peak power consumption is calculated for option A

· Clarification needed that equal gain was assumed 

· Comment needed that power consumption could be less when considering synergies with DL DC such as component re-use 

· Comment that analysis excludes option where 2nd PA is optimized for 3dB backoff

	GP-060304
	Impact of the Reduced MS Power on the Performance of Uplink Dual Carrier
	Nokia
	· Clarify portion of data traffic on the hopping layer vs. non hopping layer

· Comment that speech impact not applicable to balanced networks employing DL DC

	GP-060274
	Refinements on uplink enhancements for Feasibility Study on GERAN Evolution
	Siemens
	· “Uplink considerations for dual-carrier on the downlink” changed to “Overall throughput considerations for dual-carrier on the downlink”

	GP-060305
	Modified Concept for Dual Carrier in the Uplink
	Siemens
	· Analysis to consider 3rd order IMD in tx band in near-far scenario

· Analysis to consider f1+f2 1st order IMD in 900 band may fall in 1800 band


Annex B: Draft for Conclusion and recommendations section of the Feasibility Study on Future GERAN Evolution
16  
Conclusions and recommendations

Within a relatively short period of time a significant number of proposals has been put forward to determine the next steps on future GERAN evolution. The general viability of proposals can be determined by comparing how those fit with the given objectives in chapter 4, which are summarised in Table 1. Conclusions and recommendations for downlink, uplink and latency enhancements are summarised in chapters 16.1, 16.2 and 16.3 respectively.
Numbers in the table refer to the related chapter of the feasibility study. Some proposals are combined to achieve better performance.  Some performance objectives like “balanced performance improvements” are considered as general objectives, thus not included in the table.  Downlink and uplink performance objectives are separated, since most of the proposals are meant only for one link.

Table 1 should be seen as giving the current status for each proposal and is subject to change with each forthcoming meeting

Table 1 Comparison of different proposals versus performance and compatibility objectives
	
	6. 

MS Rx diversity
	7.

Dual-carrier and multi-carrier

(DL)
	7. Dual-carrier and multi-carrier (UL)
	8., 13. 

New modulation schemes and Turbo Codes
	9.

Dual symbol rate
	10. Latency enhancements
	11. New burst structures and new slot formats
	12.

Adaptation between MS diversity and dual-carrier
	14.

Enhancements to resource allocation
	15. Power Control in Frequency Hopping

	Downlink performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50% spectrum efficiency gain
	FFS
	0%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	100% peak data rate increase
	0%
	100%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3dB sensitivity increase in DL
	>3dB
	0%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50% bit rate gain at cell border
	>50%
	100%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Uplink performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50% spectrum efficiency gain
	N.A.
	N.A.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	100% peak data rate increase
	N.A.
	N.A.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50% bit rate gain at cell border
	N.A.
	N.A.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Latency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Initial RTT  < 450 ms
	N.A.
	N.A.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RTT < 100 ms
	N.A.
	N.A.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compatibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coexist with existing legacy frequency planning
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No multiplexing loss with EGPRS
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Avoid HW impacts on BSS 
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No NW architecture impacts
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Applicable for DTM
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Applicable for the A/Gb mode
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


 N.A.= not measurable or not used as criteria in evaluating the proposal
16.1 Conclusions and recommendations for Downlink

16.2 Conclusions and recommendations for Uplink

16.3 Conclusions and recommendations for Latency enhancements




