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Meeting Minutes of GERANEMDA Telco#6
1 Date and Time
Tuesday, 15th October, 2013, 9:30 - 11.30 CEST (GMT + 2h)
2 Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Antonello Pisu

Ericsson: Mr. Nicklas Johansson, Mr. Björn Hofström, Mr. Ulf Händel, Ms. Birgitta Sagebrand
Huawei: Ms. Ming Fang, Ms. Yang Zhao, Mr. Chao Luo
NSN: Mr. Juha Hartikainen
BlackBerry: Mr. Rene Faurie
3 Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda
2. Technical Report
3. Discussion on TBF Blocking Rate
4. Other technical issues
5. Work Plan
6. AOB 
4 Discussion

1
Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change. 

2
Technical Report
No contribution submitted to this agenda.
SI rapporteur mentioned that no changes for TR43.802 v4.3.0 endorsed in GP#58, so no submission of this TR.
3
Discussion on TBF Blocking Rate
Ms. Ming Fang presented Discussion on TBF Blocking Rate, from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. 

This contribution analyzes that the message loss can reflect the TBF blocking performance, and proposes not to introduce TBF blocking rate metric.

Discussion:
Ericsson: thought that RACH collision should be considered, and application messages could be lost due to radio environment. Ericsson believed that TBF Blocking rate would be a better way to reflect the above situation.

Huawei: would like to make some clarification that current 1 session /s session arrival rate which is high but still would not cause serious congestion on CCCH and PDCH based on current simulation settings such as 8PDCHs. And the definition of message loss in the TR specified that it is a ratio between the number of the lost message and the number of the total message. And Huawei also pointed that any RACH collision or TBF blocking will cause message loss, so message loss is sufficient, and was reluctant to introduce duplicated metric.
Ericsson: believed that the definition of message loss in the TR is not clear, if initially message loss is used to measure TBF blocking, then the definition should consider the radio environment since TBF could be blocked even if the resource is available. Ericsson proposed to make clarification for the definition of loss of login/ordinary message.
Huawei: made further question on the difference between TBF blocking rate and ratio of lost message.
Ericsson: clarified if the mobile sends RACH request but does not receive the immediate assignment which is also considered as a TBF blocking, and believed that this situation is not considered with message loss metric.
Huawei: disagreed with Ericsson’s understanding for the definition of message loss, actually if a message triggers the RACH request but receives no response/or receives immediate assignment reject, this message will be considered as failed. And Huawei felt the main problem is that it may be not clear how to count the lost/blocked message in the TR and thought clarification is needed to make it clear.
Ericsson: agreed with Huawei’s opinion that definition of message loss is not clear in the TR, and proposed to clarify the definition of message loss metric.
Huawei: proposed to start the email discussion to make a clear definition of message loss metric and update the TR accordingly.
Conclusion: more clarification of current definitions for loss of login message and loss of ordinary message is needed in the TR. Email discussion is encouraged and TR update is expected. This contribution is noted.
Mr. Nicklas Johansson presented TBF blocking as metric for GERANEMDA simulations, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson. 

This contribution gives following proposals:
· None of the Network or Service metrics should take precedence over the other. Evaluation should be done on a case by case basis. 

· UL TBF blocking and DL TBF blocking should be added as required metrics 

· The proposed definition for the TBF blocking metric is the number of times a resource request is denied due to lack of resources divided by the number of resource request made. 

· UL TBF blocking metric = #service denials/#system access requests/unit time 

· DL TBF blocking metric = #service denials/data delivery requests/unit time

Discussion:
Huawei: asked for a clarification for how to deal with the retransmitted RACH access request, and pointed out that one mobile may send M+1 RACH access requests for one IM message but finally fails to establish the UL TBF which will only be considered as on failed TBF.
Ericsson: clarified that the number of collided request due to radio environment and the number of immediate assignment reject due to absence of resource should be considered in TBF blocking. And TBF blocking is a method to measure the degree of available resource.
ALU: asked two questions. ALU asked why there is a # missing in the proposed DL TBF blocking metric, and asked why the definition of UL TBF blocking and DL TBF blocking is different. And ALU further asked if data/message retransmission is considered.
Ericsson: clarified that the uplink metric wants to capture the system request and the network react, the downlink metric wants to capture the network assignment react. For the downlink TBF, if it is failed and the downlink data may request the rebuild the downlink TBF which is the protocol behaviour in the simulator. All denials should be captured by using these two metric. 
Huawei: pointed out that previous common assumption is one message will only trigger one TBF establishment request, if the message is failed to be transmitted at the first attempt, this message will not be retransmitted and will be discarded.
Ericsson: thought this is the behaviour of the traffic model, but for the protocol level, retransmission of lost IM message is allowed since the MS may send the channel requests several times if previous ones are collided or rejected.
Huawei: clarified that according to the TR description, if the MS send 5 channel requests which is one RACH procedure but receives no response, this MS will not send any new channel request which is called new RACH procedure. Huawei clarified that the purpose is to make the simulation simple. And during previous meetings, companies agreed that one IM message will only be sent once.
Ericsson: further emphasises that retransmitting of channel request is the protocol behaviour, which is different from the behaviour of the traffic model. If retransmission of the IM message is allowed, the TBF blocking rate will be different. Ericsson believed that a simple traffic model is good but protocol level behaviour should not be changed.
Huawei: clarified that a long time ago whether LLC PDU life time is needed at MS and BSC was discussed. But this LLC PDU life time is not agreed. Current issue is quite similar as LLC PUD life time, similar like defining a kind of LLC PUD life time. And the EMDA simulation has be performed at least one year, so companies already have common understanding on how to define the message transmission failure and it is not needed to define such kind of parameters.
Ericsson: wanted to have a pure measurement for TBF blocking when there is no resource available and independent from the traffic model, and tries to avoid interpreting the TBF blocking metric in different ways. 
Huawei: asked the difference between TBF blocking and message loss.
Ericsson: further clarified the message delay or message loss measurement depends on the definition is defined. If the message is lost, whether the MS is allowed to trigger another resource request is the major difference, which impacts the message delay and message loss. For login message, the traffic model can limit the retransmission times of login message, but it is different to limit the resource requests for the transmission of one message which is standard protocol behaviour.
Huawei: felt that message loss and TBF blocking could be overlapped and make misleading when performing evaluation. The message loss intended to evaluate user experience while TBF Blocking may not have same function, felt more clarification is needed for both metric.
Ericsson: also thought offline discussion is needed to see if these two metrics are same, and if not same we can decide if we need both or only keep one.

Huawei: also felt offline discussion is needed and preferred the outcome would facilitate the evaluation in a simple way. 
Huawei: gave comments for the first proposal, and agreed that no metric should take precedence.

BlackBerry: asked whether using TBF delayed release is considered in the metrics since it is not very clear in the TR if extending TBF shall be used in the simulation. TBF delayed release timer will impact the TBF blocking rate, since different timer values may cause a different quantity of requested TBFs and failed TBFs (impacting TBF failure rate due to the radio environment or lack of resources).
Ericsson: agreed that keeping TBF alive for uplink and downlink will occupy more resource or identifiers but that mobile may suffer less blocking problem which may impacts the TBF Blocking rate. Ericsson pointed that uplink TBF delay release is used in the TR and current typical value is 2s for uplink TBF.
BlackBerry: commented that it is better to make clarification of whether both uplink / downlink TBF delayed release are used in the simulation.
Huawei: confirmed that TBF delay release mechanism can be used in the simulation and no fixed timer value is specified, but questioned how to make comparison if TBF blocking rate is same but the message loss is different, and thought TBF blocking and not reflect the message loss performance. Huawei felt we need to decide which one is more important if we have both metrics and clarify the relationship between TBF blocking and message. 
Ericsson: clarified that a evaluation needs a whole set of dementions but not only TBF blocking, while TBF blocking is used to measure the blocked TBF not only due to lack of resource or collision of access request but also other react from network, and felt offline discussion is needed.
NSN: thought TBF blocking is necessary but also thought offline discussion is fine and very helpful.
Conclusion: it is agreed that none of the Network or Service metrics should take precedence over the other. But for TBF blocking and message loss, whether we need both metrics or only keep one metric is FFS. Offline discussion is encouraged before next GP#60 meeting. This contribution is noted.
4
Other technical issues
No contribution submitted to this agenda.
5
Work Plan
GERANEMDA WorkPlan, source from SI Rapporteur was presented by Ms. Ming Fang.
SI Rapporteur clarified that conclusions made in last GERAN#59 meeting is included in this workplan, and also mentioned that SI closure date will be extended to May 2014 which will be updated in the next version.

Conclusion: no comments received, this contribution is noted.
6
AOB 

None
4

