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AdHoc 01 Channel Models meeting 29.3.-99. Chaired by Mr Vikstedt from Nokia. Mr Numminen from Nokia acted as a secretary of the meeting.

About 20 persons present.

It was decided that Annex 1 of Tdoc (99)131 will be reviewed in this meeting in order to increase the level of knowledge among the AH 01 group

1. Adhoc 01 report review

The chairmen presented each item in Annex 1 in a detailed way. Participants’ comments are as follows

1.1. Downlink power control

· Bernhard Raaf: Comment that power control not active means that you may need a larger word size for interleavers. We should avoid increasing the complexity of receivers because of testing. Also we need to study how channel estimation is affected if power control is used. There might be some effects on results if receivers use sophisticated algorithms where power step changes are taken into account by relying that BS receives MS TPC commands correctly. However inspite of the possible problems mentioned above, it seems that for a pragmatic approach and for simple and reproducible test case implementation power control should be off during measurements. It is assumed that the performance limits will take into account degradations due to these effects.

· Simon Pike: Open loop approach needs careful test definitions. Constant Eb/No will be difficult to maintain during long test cases. Test should have terminal / BTS as whole functionality if possible. We should take into account the fact that tests for 10-6 bit error rates might be too time consuming. We also need to take into account possible power fluctuation of BS test device i.e., it needs to be as stable as possible.

· Bernhard Raaf: We will then require more stable behavior in MS than test devices? Supports test time to be kept as small as possible. 

1.2 Channel models
Static fading channel 

· Simon Pike: It should be considered whether taps should be separated in multiples of chips. In practice, channel simulators produce quantized delays.

Dynamic channel models

· Bernard Raaf commented on hopping models. Do these ramp up and down happen in less than slot period rather than in length of few slots. Channel estimation will then be affected. More studies needed.

· Peter Van de Berg: These test are needed that all functionality of receiver BB will be tested. They need not necessary be realistic since testability of the tests need to be taken into account. 

· Simon Pike: Power levels needs to be calibrated for all propagation conditions. This has to be validated by test device manufactures. 

1.3. Terminology for static channel and dynamic channel

· Simon Pike: Channel models should be called propagation condition to avoid confusion with other types of channels. The proposed terminology for dynamic and static channel models is different compared to GSM specifications. We should avoid confusing people by introducing such terms that have different meaning in other specifications

-     Terminology to be agreed with editor of vocabulary document

1.4. Performance metric

Change BER to FER

· Supported by HP since FER measurements are better when forward error correction is used. 

· S.Pike: what FER corresponds to BER of 10–6, and what is the impact on test time?

· J.Vikstedt: Equation between BER and FER cannot be calculated in fading channels easily, so the related FER values should be simulated.

· Bernhard Raaf: Testing time should be limited, hence such options should be considered.

1.5. User bit rates

· 12.2  AMR speech codec. Actual speed to be verified by the Codec group. Possible changes to channel coding proposed by codec group needs to be taken into account in AH 01.

· 64 kbps: no comments

· 144 kbps: no comments

· 384 kbps: no comments

· 2048 kbps: no comments

· Variable bit rate transmission. S. Pike doesn't see this as a big issue, since these are tested in upper layer test cases.

1.6. Value for parameter Ioc

· Simon Pike: We should be careful for deriving this value. It should be the normal operation point for a terminal.

· -60 dB/4.096 MHz makes it easier for test devices to maintain the stability of noise Generator, since digital signal processing can be utilized.

1.7. Value for parameter Perch_Ec/Ior

· -10 dB level agreed.

1.8. Value for parameter Ior/Ioc

· -1 dB level is proposed in AWGN. No comments

· -0 …-12 dB is proposed in fading channel. Bernhard Raaf: Can we use one extreme value for test cases ? This to be checked.

2. How to go forward

· We continue email discussions by using email reflector, but we also start drafting specification? This might ease other participants to follow the coming proposal. 

· We have to start thinking which user bit rate are tested in which propagation conditions. We have to ask simulation people or other relevant persons comments on which are the most the most stressful conditions.

Meeting was closed at 8.10 p.m.
























