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DRAFT Meeting Minutes of VAMOS telco #14
1. DATE AND TIME 
Monday, 27th June, 13.30 - 16.30 CEST  
2. PARTICIPANTS 
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni

Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg

Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo

Intel: Mr. Stefan Fechtel

Marvell: Mr. Paul Spencer

Motorola: Mr. Jian Wu

Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Juergen Hofmann, Mr. Eddie Riddington

Qualcomm: Mr. Zhi Zhong Yu

Renesas: Mr. Carsten Juncker, Mr. Leonardo Provvedi

Research In Motion: Mr. Werner Kreuzer, Mr. Eswar Vutukuri

ST-Ericsson: Mr. Sajal Kumar

ZTE: Mr. Lin Yang 
3. Agenda

1. Approval of Agenda
2. Technical Contributions to VAMOS
 2.1 DL Performance Requirements 
 2.2 UL Performance Requirements 
 2.3 BTS Conformance Test Specification
 2.4 Modulation 
 2.5 Transmit Pulse Shape
 2.6 Radio Link Control and Radio Resource Control
 2.7 Associated Control Channel Design
 2.8 Signalling Aspects
 2.9 Other Issues
3. Work Plan
4. AOB 

4. DISCUSSION

1. Approval of Agenda
The agenda was approved without change.
2. Technical Contributions to MUROS 
2.1 DL Performance Requirements 

Two contributions were submitted under this agenda item.

The first is entitled " CR 45.008 Clarification for RX_QUAL requirements for VAMOS mode (Rel-9)" from Research In Motion UK Ltd was presented by Eswar Vutukuri.

The contribution is a draft CR to clarify the RXQUAL accuracy requirements for an MS in VAMOS mode.
Discussion: 

Qualcomm: asked if a clarification was needed in the requirements on the use of shifted SACCH.

Research In Motion (supported by Com-Research) did not believe so because such requirements are already stated elsewhere.

Qualcomm: believed ‘indicating support of VAMOS-1’ should be changed to 'operating in VAMOS-I mode' to take into account a VAMOS-II MS operating in VAMOS-I mode. 

Research In Motion: did not believe the MS was aware of VAMOS-I or VAMOS-II modes and that it was typical to tie requirements according to MS capability. They commented that MS operating in VAMOS mode is already clarified in the preceding sentence.

Qualcomm: raised the scenario where a network did not support VAMOS II capable mobiles, when VAMOS II terminals were existing in the network.

Renesas and Research In Motion: did not consider this to be a realistic scenario, because a VAMOS network would need to support VAMOS-I and VAMOS-II mobile types.

Huawei provided the clarification that the use of shifted SACCH is signalled by assignment of TSC Set 2

ST-Ericsson: believed the requirements concerned only the MS, and was not related to BTS functionality.

Com-Research: asked if there similar requirements were existing for the BTS and if so, whether a clarification was needed for SCPIR on uplink.

Research In Motion: believed only generic requirements were specified for BTS.

Nokia Siemens Networks: agreed with this interpretation, but suggested to double check. 

Ericsson: provided the clarification that the test case in 51.021 as is stated in section 9.4 is not part of essential requirements and states the manufacturer may also show compliance by other means agreed between the parties. They believed the matter only concerned the MS requirements.

Nokia Siemens Networks: believed a clarification was needed on the SCPIR values instead of the given range, or that a reference to 45.005 was needed where discrete SCPIR values are defined. 

Research In Motion: believed this was mostly a GERAN 3 matter.

Nokia Siemens Networks: identified an editorial mistake: RX_QUAL should be RXQUAL

Research In Motion: agreed about the editorial mistake but did not see a need to align the SCPIR figures

Renesas: believed + 10 dB should apply to VAMOS-I because of its likelihood for pairing with VAMOS-II mobiles.

Ericsson: agreed, +10 dB being applicable to both sub-channels.

Rapporteur: asked if there was a strong preference to have + 10 dB for VAMOS I but there was no such preference expressed.

Conclusion: 

The CR was found to be acceptable.

The second contribution is entitled " CR 45.005 Introduction of VDTS-4 (Rel-10)" from Com-Research GmbH which was presented by Hans Kalveram. 
The contribution is a draft CR to reinstate for Rel-10 requirements for VDTS-4 which were removed at GERAN#50.
Discussion: 

Com-Research: referring to GP-110985 and GP-110986 at the closing plenary of GERAN#50, believed there is no convincing reason either in the CR reason for change nor in the meeting minutes to have the change for Rel-10.

Research In Motion: stated it is was agreed to remove this from the specification altogether and not release-wise. They clarified that it was the result of mostly offline discussions. Re-introduction was also discussed where it could be considered as an enhancement for VAMOS but would require a capability support indicator. 

Com-Research: believed this concerned a change in the working assumptions and that no change had been agreed. They believed this was the usual working method. They also recognised the urgent need for the completion of Release 9 and not to have it for Rel-9 was acceptable to them, but not for Rel-10. They believed a feature fully implemented in a later release, could be implemented according to the specified tests in 51.010 and in GCF, which is done in an incremental way. 

Research In Motion: asked why a requirement based on a large spread was needed if it did not bring any system benefit (a view supported by Renesas, ST-Ericsson and Marvell).  

Ericsson: asked why it needed to be agreed at G#50 if all the requirements had not been agreed at that time? They also asked if the outcome of the offline discussions could be clarified?.

Com-Research: believed the spread was largest for VDTS-4 and hence it was seen preferable to remove it. They could accept this ok for Rel-9, but not for Rel-10. They believed such requirements were needed, since a mobile system needs to operate in sensitivity, co-channel and adjacent channel interference conditions. 

Vodafone: believed it was removed following concerns from large spread caused by a single mobile vendor. 

Ericsson: preferred a loose requirement in the initial release and a tighter requirement in later releases than no requirement at all.

Vodafone: believed that if a single vendor was not able to improve, then we should consider re-introduction into Rel-10 

Marvell: believed the ACP provided by the front end filter was already existing in other requirements 

Com-Research: was not concerned about offsets 400 and 600 kHz, but was concerned about considerable spectral overlap at 200 kHz. They did not believe modern receivers could improve at the expense of adjacent channel interference.

Research In Motion: pointed out that VDTS-2 included adjacent channel interference.

Com-Research: believed the adjacent channel component in VDTS-2 was not sufficient high.

Research In Motion: believed the lack if ACI requirements in DARP phase I was the reason for the high observed spread. 

Com-Research: did not believe there was an alignment with DARP phase I. 

Ericsson: asked if the discussion at G#50 included ACP, because the spreadsheet indicates ACP values between 17 and 21 dB, which were close to 18 dB.

Research In Motion: stated only the spread was discussed and constraints in the VAMOS-I architecture.

Com-Research: wondered if this could be understood as a way forward i.e. to specify VDTS-4 for VAMOS II only

Research In Motion: stated this was not our proposal.

Huawei: believed the removal of VDTS-4 as a result of too high spread is not an acceptable justification.

Rapporteur: asked the option of other operators in the telco (none were present). He summarised the expressed positions: 4 MS vendors had concerns about including VDTS-4, 1 MS vendor proposed the re-introduction in a later release, which was supported by one operator, 1 network vendor questioned the reason for its removal and 1 network vendor requested more information about the offline discussion.

Renesas: believed it did not make sense to include it without a capability indicator if the network needed to make use of the information

Com-Research: suggested to bundle the VDTS-4 requirement with the TIGHTER capability.  

Research In Motion: believed this was not the best way because it was decided at GERAN#50 that both features should stay independent.
Conclusion: 

The WI Rapporteur encouraged companies to identify the best way to forward.
2.3 BTS Conformance Test Specification
No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

2.4 Modulation 

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.5 Transmit Pulse Shape

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.6 Radio Link Control and Radio Resource Control

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.7 Associated Control Channel Design

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

 2.8 Signalling Aspects

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

2.9 Other Issues

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 

3. Work Plan

One contribution entitled VAMOS Work Plan was submitted under this agenda item by WI Rapporteur and was presented by Eddie Riddington.  

Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.

4. AOB 

Qualcomm: asked for a clarification about the VAMOS mode indicator and whether it corresponded to the shifted SACCH feature?

Research In Motion: provided the clarification that 45.002 defines usage of shifted SACCH in Figures 7c and 7 d.

Qualcomm: asked for a clarification about the 1 bit VAMOS mode indicator in downlink

Research In Motion: provided a clarification that it was needed to signal the possibility of the network entering VAMOS mode which was needed for optimising blind detection in the mobile

Ericsson: agreed and believed the specifications are sufficiently clear as they are.
Huawei: also agreed and provided the clarification that shifted SACCH capability is not tied to the VAMOS mode indication on DL.

Nokia Siemens Networks: further provided a clarification that only when an VAMOS II MS is allocated a TSC from Set 2 is shifted SACCH required.
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