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Discussion paper regarding assumptions and evaluation criteria for DRAFT 3GPP TR 43.802
It is the view of the sourcing company that to enable the progress of the GERAN EMDA study item some of the requirements in the technical report [1] should be relaxed. Moreover, the evaluations should also include performance measures on an “end user performance” basis.
Simulator methodology and parameters
The common assumptions on simulator methodology should reflect those of the simulation assumptions in the GERANIMTC technical report [2] such that simulations can either be performed on a network level or on a cell level, according to what sourcing companies find suitable.

In this context, some of the details in the technical report need to be modified. First of all, there should be no limit on the useable number of PDCHs (see table 3 in [1]), sourcing companies should state the number of PDCHs used, and motivate the usage. Secondly, there shouldn’t be a restriction to the number of accessible AGCH radio block transmission opportunities (see table 3 in [1]). This is because the nature of the study item is such that different traffic scenarios will trigger different amounts of paging load, and thus there is no need to block AGCH for paging in an a priori manner.
Evaluation requirements

When studying cell level metrics it is the view of the sourcing company that there is a fundamental difference between offering an average load in a cell and offering an average cell load over a system. Thus it is the view of the sourcing company that when performing a network level simulation these possible variations in cell level metrics should be documented.

The service metrics covered in section 6.2.3 in [1] should cover relevant metrics for all simulated PS traffic models. Otherwise there is an overwhelming risk that the proposed improvements will only be improvements sub-optimized to one or a few traffic scenarios, which may very well decrease performance for many common traffic types. If e.g. simulating “Instant Messaging” traffic relevant metrics like delay of transmitted messages and failure to transmit a message should be included in the evaluation. The same methodology should apply for “Web browsing” where the delay could be defined as time from making a web page request until the web page is downloaded and the failure rate as the ratio of failed downloads of a web page as compared to the total number of web page requests. The service metric requirements are summarized in Table 1.
	Instant Messaging
	Comments

	Delay
	Delay between transmission and reception of message

	Loss
	The ratio between number of lost messages and transmitted messages

	WWW
	

	Delay
	Delay between making a web page access until the last object of the web page has been downloaded

	Loss
	The ratio between number of web pages not downloaded (partially or completely) and the number of web page requests


Table 1. Traffic model performance metrics
Note that all metrics in Table 1 are application level metrics.
Traffic model

It is the view of the sourcing company that the IM model requirements should be relaxed such that the IM model should reflect the basic behavior depicted in section 6.3.2, figure 1 and 2 in [1], and that the sourcing companies should describe the model used in detail. This detailed description should either include relevant distributions if a traffic trace is used or a description of the analytic model if such is used. This would be an alignment with the methodology used in RAN2 [3]. The IM model requirements should be relaxed to only include a minimum of requirements such that
· TCP is used

· The messages are both uplink and downlink initiated

This is to reflect that there is a multitude of IM applications available, with a great variety in behavior. The analytic model described in section 6.2.3 in [1] could be used as an example model. This approach would both have the benefit of speeding up the process of generating simulation results as well as improve the overall quality of the simulations as no single “corner-case” model is used throughout the entire study item.
Regarding the “Web browsing” traffic model the view of the sourcing company is that it is unclear to the purpose of the defined maximum packet size of 1520 bytes. If an MS makes an http request it will request a number of objects, whose size are unknown (and of course should be described by the model). If any object is larger than the maximum allowed packet size of an IP packet, or LLC PDU, than the object will be segmented into two or more packets. Thus it is the view of the sourcing company that the WWW traffic model should have a maximum packet size of 66666 bytes, reflecting the model in [4].
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