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Meeting Minutes of GERANEMDA Telco#7
1 Date and Time
Friday, 11th April, 2014, 9:00 - 11.00 CEST (GMT + 2h)
2 Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Robert MICHEL
Com-Research: Hans Kalveram
Ericsson: Mr. Nicklas Johansson, Mr. Björn Hofström, 

Huawei: Ms. Ming Fang, Ms. Yang Zhao, Ms. Chongming Zhang
NSN: Mr. Juha Hartikainen   
Blackberry: Mr. Rene Faurie
3 Agenda
1.    Approval of Agenda

2.    Evaluation on PDCH performance and candidate enhancements

3.    Other technical issues

4.    Work Plan

5.    AOB

4 Discussion

1
Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change. 

2
Evaluation on PDCH performance and candidate enhancements
Ms. Chongming Zhang presented Discussion on TBF Blocking Rate, from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd.
This contribution evaluates the service metric when Implicit TBF Release is applied and proposes not to introduce the extra timer for the TBF release.

Discussion:
Huawei: clarified the contribution only focus on the Implicit TBF Release solution but not Fast Feedback Channel Solution 
Com-Research: asked for how the payload was generated in table 1.
Huawei: clarified the IM model was defined as the TR. One session included several messages including Login messages, chatting messages and Log off messages. There were formulas to calculate the size of the message and arrival intervals.
Ericsson:  ask for the Data load and believed that more benefit could be reached in an overload scenario than a normal load scenario.
Huawei: agreed the network performance like data load and throughput should be provided. The contribution paid more attention on the service performance when the Implicit TBF release was applied. The overview of the network performance would be provided in the next GERAN meeting.

Ericsson: asked how to justify if the 5% reduction of signaling was significant or not. 
Huawei: clarified the purpose of the any candidate is to improve the PDCH efficiency. In the evaluation of the Implicit TBF Release, the impact of the TBF timer should be taken into account and the 5% reduction of the signaling was not so much that obviously improve the service performance. 
Ericsson: believed that the power consumption could be decreased when the data load also goes down by 5%.
Huawei: disagreed with Ericsson’s understanding.The reduction of the signaling didn’t echo to the battery power consumption. The data load would be provided in the next meeting.

Ericsson: ask how to justify the benefit listed in the Figure 2 was significant or not. It’s showed in the contribution there was improvement in the service metric.
Huawei: clarified the transmission delays of the Login/logoff message and Chatting messages were different because of the message size. In the initial analysis of this contribution, the message types were not identified so it’s hard to say the reduction of the delay could really improve the user performance. 
Ericsson: proposed the justification of the transmission delay should focus on the delays larger than 1s. Assume there were 100 users which have delays larger than 1s. And if Implicit TBF Release was applied, 25% of the users would have delays lower than 1s and it made them happy.
Huawei: further clarified it’s hard to define the threshold. It’s a rough analysis in this contribution. The size and the type of the messages should be considered. The delay of login message and chatting message should be evaluated separately.

Huawei: clarified it’s not clear in EMDA on how to justify a candidate. Basically the candidate should be beneficial for both the service metric and network metric and if it’s fulfilled, maybe it’s need to define the portion of the improvement.

Ericsson: agreed with that both the service metric and network metric should be benefited but pointed out it’s impossible to define the portion of the improvement.

Huawei: proposed the initial assumption: one proposal should be beneficial to both the service performance and the network performance now and how much benefit the proposal needs to get will be for further discussed.   

Ericsson: agreed with the assumption and asked for clarification if a proposal was still valid when beneficial to only one of the two kind of performance.

Huawei: clarified the compromise was hard to get and both metrics should be benefited.

Ericsson: asked how the active radio resource management affected the simulation.
Huawei: clarified the active radio resource management allowed the network release the TBF in the extend uplink TBF mode and delayed release of downlink TBF mode in advance when the radio resource was not available. It’s used to decrease the rate of the packet loss. Otherwise, the packet loss would imapct the evaluation too much.
Conclusion: one proposal should be beneficial to both the service performance and the network performance. How much benefit the proposal needs to get will be for further study. Huawei will provide the network performance in the next meeting to have an overview of the comparison.
3
Other technical issues
No contribution submitted to this agenda.
4
Work Plan
GERANEMDA WorkPlan, source from SI Rapporteur was presented by Ms. Ming Fang.
SI Rapporteur proposed to finish the EMDA study in GERAN#63 meeting. There should be some progress in the GERAN#62 meeting. Contributions were encouraged in the GERAN#62 meeting.
Huawei preferred simple enhancement to bring some improvement. Existing mechanisms could also be considered. Impact on physicals lays impact should be avoided. Huawei proposed to discuss the candidate solutions only in G2 scope.
Ericsson could not exclude any physical impact solution now but a decision could be made in the next meeting 

Conclusion: no comments received, this contribution is noted. A decision whether a physical lays solution is needed in the next meeting

6
AOB 

None
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