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Meeting Minutes of GERANEMDA Telco#4
1 Date and Time
Thursday, 28th June, 2012, 13:00 - 15.00 CEST (GMT + 2h)
2 Participants
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram
Ericsson: Mr. Daniel Widell,
Huawei: Ms. Ming Fang, Mr. Chao Luo
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Petri Gronberg
Research in Motion: Mr. Rene Faurie
Renesas Mobile: Mr. David Navratil
ZTE: Mr. Jing Li

3 Agenda
This Telco#4 first handled the Technical contributions under agenda 3.1 and 3.2, and later discuss TR and work plan according to following agenda.
1. Approval of Agenda
2. GERANEMDA TR43.802
3. Technical Contributions to GERANEMDA
3.1 Simulation assumptions for traffic models
3.2 Other issues
4. Work Plan
5. AOB 

4 Discussion

1
Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change. 

2
Draft GERANEMDA TR

Draft TR 43.802 V0.3.6 GERAN Study on Mobile Data Applications source from SI was not presented. SI Rapporteur (Huawei) clarified that this TR is exactly the same as GP-120807 which was noted at GERAN #54 closing plenary. 
Since no comments were received in this telco, SI Rapporteur proposed to collect comments via email.
3
Technical Contributions to GERANEMDA
3.1
Simulation assumptions for traffic models
Ms. Ming Fang presented Proposals for Web Browsing Traffic Model, from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. 

This discussion paper gives 3 proposals for web browsing model as following.
1. Proposes to use the packet dropping rate which is the ratio between the dropped packets and the total arrived packets as one metric for web browsing traffic.
2. Proposes to consider the packet and call dropping condition for web browsing based on a timer (option 1) or arrival of a new call (option 2).
3. Proposes that TCP model should not be considered for web browsing model.
Discussion:

Proposal 1:

Ericsson: asked for a clarification whether higher level service metric should be considered since one web page consists of multiple objects.
Huawei: clarified that evaluating packet dropping equals to evaluating the object dropping.

Renesas: commented that the size of the packet is different, counting the number of the dropped packets would not reflect the total amount of data which is not successfully transmitted through the network.

Ericsson: felt that it is similar like the current network metric, i.e. LLC throughput comparing to the offered load.
Renesas: shared the same understanding as Ericsson, but clarified that this similar network metric should be measured on service level.

Huawei: commented that the size variety of undelivered packets should be considered, and dropping large packets will directly impact user experience, and felt that dropping rate of the whole call should also be considered, e.g. dropping the first packet will cause the dropping of the whole call.

Proposal 2:
Renesas: asked for clarification on when packet is dropped.
Huawei: clarified that all packets are in downlink direction. If the assignment starts from paging or immediate assignment on CCCH but if there is no CCCH resource, the downlink packet can not get assignment. The intention is to clarify how to deal with this downlink packet if no CCCH or PDCH resource is available.

Ericsson: asked for the potential value for the proposed timer in proposal 2.
Huawei: no clear answer now, but if packet dropping rate is considered, the condition of dropping should be clarified.
Renesas: proposed to consider an easy method for example option 2.

Huawei: clarified that the interval between two calls could be too long e.g. several hundreds of seconds.

Ericsson: proposed to make measurement on when packets are dropped for example monitoring the behaviour at mobile.
Renesas: asked about what kind of measurement can be made. This is a downlink problem. For example, make some configuration to limit the time for the data buffered at the BSS.
Huawei: agreed that this is related to implementation on data buffering, and also impact simulation results.

NSN: asked for the clarification whether this issue is related to the life time of the application PDU or related to the life time of LLC PDU at Gb interface.
Renesas: asked whether a common value or a simulation dependent value is needed.
Huawei: preferred to use a common value for the life time, and asked whether the arrival of next LLC PDU could trigger the drop of the old PDU.

NSN: commented that the BSC has no idea to which application the LLC PDU belongs to, so it is not proper to set such condition. And PDCH resource could also impact the LLC PDU life time. So NSN proposed to consider the dropping condition to be implementation specific.
Ericsson: felt that the same problem exists for the uplink PDU, and it is mobile implementation behaviour. A new attempt could be triggered if no assignment received upon the RACH request.
Huawei: clarified that the web model in current TR43.802 does not include any uplink packets, i.e. all packets are in downlink direction. Renesas shared the same understanding as Huawei and confirmed that the current web model is only a one-directional model.

Proposal 3:
Ericsson: clarified that different application has used different TCP implementation which should not be an issue to reject TCP in web model. And pointed out that the web service is not a background service and web service is important when evaluating mixed traffic.
Huawei: still felt that it is hard to select proper TCP parameters.

Renesas: commented that the TCP model will not bring significant benefit to web traffic in terms of improvement of evaluation. But enhancement for current web model could be considered, e.g. TCP connection release.
Ericsson: proposed to consider this together with Ericsson’s contribution.
Conclusion: this contribution was noted and the agreements were following:

No agreement was made on packet/call dropping rate and when the packet is dropped, more study is needed. TCP for web model was discussed later with Ericsson’s contribution.

Mr. David Navratil presented Service Metrics for Web Browsing Model, from Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
This discussion paper proposed a service metric for web browsing traffic, i.e. Packet Call (PC) throughput, which describes the throughput experienced by the user during packet call:
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Discussion:

Ericsson: asked for a clarification whether the dropped packets are counted in this PC throughput.
Renesas: clarified that this metric only considers the successful download, that is the dropped packet will not be counted. The interval between two downlink packets is too short so all downlink packets are transmitted in the same downlink TBF, and if some packets are dropped, the whole call will be dropped. It is a metric for the successful packet calls.
Huawei: asked for the behaviour if the first packet of the call is dropped, and believe that whole call will be dropped if the first packet is dropped, and also proposed to consider the call drop rate.
Renesas: felt it is related to the packet dropping condition which needs more consideration. But if the downlink TBF is established, the whole call will not be dropped. And further clarified that delay does not reflect the user experience since the packet size could be quite different.
Ericsson: agreed that PC throughput from Renesas to replace the delay metric in Ericsson’s contribution.
Conclusion: this contribution was noted and the proposal was agreed.
Mr. Daniel Widell presented Discussion paper regarding usage of TCP for web model in 3GPP TR 43.802, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson. 

This discussion paper gives proposals on the following two points.
1. Proposed to consider two service metrics, which are Delay (between making a web page access until the last html object of the web page has been downloaded) and Loss (The ratio between number of web pages not downloaded (partially or completely) and the number of web page requests). This point was mainly addressed already with the previous contributions.
2. Proposed to consider TCP closing procedure is as per Figure 3 with a TCP timeout value of 6 seconds and proposed that up to 6 simultaneous TCP connections can be used in the “Web browsing” traffic model. All other aspects of the TCP model should be as described in 3GPP2 C.R1002-B “cdma2000 Evaluation Methodology”. This was the main focus of presentation and discussion.
Discussion:

Renesas: felt the most important proposal in Ericsson’s contribution is to consider the TCP connection closure. Renesas thought based on the statistic trace, TCP timeout timer could be set to make consistent simulation. But current web model is a single direction model, and Ericsson’s proposal requests feedback from the opposite direction which could be a drawback.
Ericsson: clarified that TCP closure is important aspect, while TCP establishment is also important. The key issue is to add some ack from the opposite direction, which is a common for TCP model and should not be excluded for web model.

Renesas: thought that the purpose to introduce TCP is to establish uplink TBF before establishing downlink TBF to transmit downlink packets. But to realize this behaviour, an easy way is to add some variables to the current statistic web model instead of introducing TCP. 
Ericsson: agreed to continue to modify the 30.03 web model to introduce similar behaviour like TCP establishment, i.e. set UL TBF first before setting DL TBF.
Huawei: asked for the purpose to introduce the TCP for web model. In Huawei’s understanding, the purpose of web traffic is to add load on PDCH, it should not be a big issue if TCP is not added for web model, and the purpose is not to find enhancements for web browsing service.

Ericsson: disagreed with Huawei. Web browsing is not background traffic and is important under the mixed traffic case. The EMDA study scope includes the web browsing application. And from the trace figures, several uplink TBF connections are actually used, thus some kind of TCP model should be considered in web browsing application which will consume some address space and should not be neglected.
Renesas: commented that there are two ways to add such feature, one is to add a complete TCP model, another is to add some variables to the current statistic model. And asked for a clarification, if paging is used before the downlink TBF establishment, UL TBF will be established first, which would not be so much difference compared with using TCP. The difference would be in the TCP closure, since UL TBF should be maintained to exchange some fixed size small packets. And Renesas felt it is not big deal since CCCH load will not change too much due to existence of paging.
Huawei: asked for further clarification if the timeout timer is the timer for the browser application or for the operating system, and further commented that http 1.1 can close TCP connection at any time and the behaviour is not protocol level for http 1.1.
Ericsson: clarified that based on trace, mobiles have such consistent behaviour, and it could be some kind of combination at the mobile. Uplink TBF is required and such behaviour should be modelled.
Huawei: commented that since it is kind of combination, it is hard to say it is a protocol level TCP.
Renesas: asked Ericsson if it is fine for Ericsson to modify current statistic web model to capture TCP similar behaviour.

Ericsson: confirmed that this is an accepted alternative.

Ericsson: asked for clarification for mixed traffic. Web browsing should not be background traffic but should be equally important as IM. 
Huawei: clarified web service is not required to be evaluated in single traffic case. We do not need to make enhancements only for web service.
Renesas: commented that though we are not after enhancements for some certain service, it is not proper to declare some traffic as background traffic. Solutions should not decrease the performance of any service including web browsing.
Huawei: clarified that the important thing is to make enhancements of mixed traffic but not for single web traffic, and confirmed that web service is important and any solution should not decrease the performance of any traffic in the mixed case.

Renesas: commented that we need to study generic enhancements for the system which are expected to improve performance of all services.

Conclusion: this contribution was noted and the agreements were following:
1. Delay metric is not needed. Loss metric is FFS.
2. No agreement on the introduction of TCP model. A way forward is to take current web model and companies can bring proposals to modify this model and potential modifications should be done in the next GERAN#55 meeting.
3. Web service is as important as IM service, and any enhancements should not impact the performance of web service.
3.2
Other issues
None

4
Work Plan
GERANEMDA WorkPlan, source from SI Rapporteur was not presented.
SI Rapporteur suggested companies to feedback comments on the reflector.

Conclusion: this contribution was noted.
5
AOB 

None
1

