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28th February – 4th March 2011
Source: Rapporteur

 Meeting Minutes of BTS Energy Savings telco #1
1. DATE AND TIME 
Wednesday, 19th January, 13.30 – 16.00 CET. 
2. PARTICIPANTS
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Thomas Bitzer, Mr. Antonello Pisu 

Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Anders Molander, Mr. Eric Nordström, Mr. Paul Schliwa-Bertling, Mr. Mårten Sundberg
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Juergen Hofmann, Mr. Eddie Riddington

Qualcomm: Mr. Mungal Dhanda, Mr. Zhong Yu
Renesas: Mr. Harri Jokinen, Mr. David Navrátil, Mr. Guillaume Sébire
Research in Motion: Mr. Werner Kreuzer

ST-Ericsson: Mr. Sajal Kumar Das 
Vodafone: Mr. Leo Patanapongpibul

ZTE: Mr. Jing Li, Mr. Xinhui Wang, Mr. Lin Yang
3. Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda

2. Draft BTSEnergy TR


3. Draft BTSEnergy Work Plan

4. Technical Contributions to BTSEnergy

    4.1 Common Assumptions
    4.2 Other Topics 
5. AOB

4. DISCUSSION

1. Approval of Agenda
The agenda was approved without change.
2. Draft BTSEnergy TR 

Two contributions were submitted under this agenda item. 
The first contribution entitled Draft 3GPP TR 45.9xx V0.0.2 on Solutions for GSM/EDGE BTS Energy Saving from Rapporteur, was presented by Mr. Leo Patanapongpibul. This included a revised version of the TR including comments received at GERAN#48. 
Discussion: 
In regard to the compatibility objective on impact to voice user quality in subclause 5.2.1 Ericsson inquired whether the intention is to disallow any degradation of the call quality, which was confirmed by Vodafone remarking that this is related to active mode where the call quality should not be worse than today. Ericsson clarified that this restriction in their view rather limits the scope of the study item, which could instead investigate possible extent of power savings at acceptable call degradations. Nokia Siemens Networks shared this concern for the condition that the objectives are interpreted as a prerequisite. Then this would be worded too restrictive. For the first two compatibility objectives on voice user call quality and data user session quality the term ‘shall’ should be changed back to ‘should’, since the shall may rule out concepts yielding some but acceptable degradation. ZTE agreed to the view from Ericsson and Nokia Siemens Networks to apply a smarter wording for the first two compatibility objectives. Huawei pointed out that also the third compatibility objective on impact to cell reselection and handover would need to be refined using a ‘should’. Ericsson proposed to require in these objectives only that each candidate solution has a minimised impact on voice user call quality, on data session user quality and on cell reselection/handover. For this the wording ‘The introduction of a candidate solution should minimise degradation of voice quality as perceived by the user’ could be selected (analogue for the other two concerned compatibility objectives). Vodafone wondered how the fulfilment of the compatibility objectives can be measured given this smarter wording. Ericsson stated that metrics are required to be defined but this can be done at a later point in time, when the proposals are available. For now it can be left FFS. Nokia Siemens Networks then mentioned that they have submitted a wording proposal for the first two compatibility objectives including limits. ZTE raised that the term ‘MCBTS class 2’ could be substituted by the term ‘MCBTS’ in subclause 4.1, since there is only one MCBTS class in the standard.  
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted. The Rapporteur will apply the discussed changes for rewording of subclauses 5.2.1 through 5.2.3 and the modification in subclause 4.1. (See also Agenda item 5.) 
The second contribution entitled Comments to TR on BTS Energy Saving from Nokia Siemens Networks was presented by Mr. Juergen Hofmann. It contained 5 rewording proposals related to TR V0.0.1 presented at GERAN#48 referring to the definition of network scenarios, performance and compatibility objectives, and proposing a refined reference. 
Discussion: 
The rewording proposals were discussed. 
Rewording proposal 1 was agreed. In addition a further network scenario: GERAN only, multi cell, single band, coverage layer, proposed by Ericsson, will be included. Rewording proposal 2 (performance objective) is agreed with the following change: the term “and the fulfillment of the requirement stated in subclause 5.2.3” will be appended as commented by Huawei. Rewording proposals 3 and 4 related to compatibility objectives 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 are disregarded in view of the ongoing discussion about the measurement of these objectives. Rewording proposal 5 (refined reference) was agreed.  
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted. The agreed changes will be included in the next version of the draft TR.

3. Draft BTSEnergy Work Plan
One contribution Work plan of SI “Solutions for GSM/EDGE BTS Energy Saving” was submitted under this agenda item by Rapporteur and was presented by Mr. Leo Patanapongpibul. This included the proposed meeting schedule until GERAN#51 (End August 2011) as well as the achieved progress since the start of the SI at GERAN#47. 

Discussion: 
Ericsson felt that two telco’s between GERAN#49 and GERAN#50 were too much given that a major part of the work is rather based on simulation effort. ZTE agreed to this view. Rapporteur (Vodafone) stated that these are tentative dates only. Rapporteur (Nokia Siemens Networks) remarked that the intention was to keep possible dates for completing discussions on common assumptions. Rapporteur (Vodafone) stated the decision for one or two telco's will be done at GERAN#49 depending on the achieved progress.  
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted.
4. Technical Contributions 

4.1 Common Assumptions 
One contribution entitled Simulation assumptions for reduction of power on the BCCH carrier was submitted under this agenda item from Ericsson and was presented by Mr. Eric Nordström. In this contribution several aspects regarding the modelling of power reductions on BCCH carrier were investigated and proposed simulation assumptions based on ETSI TS 102 706 were depicted. 
Discussion: 
Renesas commented on the neighbour cell measurement aspect, elaborating that averaging at the MS side can be deduced from requirements in TS 45.008, whilst the sampling power is correlated to available resources at the MS side. Different restrictions exist in this regard for measurement processing in idle and connected mode (connected mode: rather a single TS available, idle mode: larger window, but non-random characteristic). Nokia Siemens Networks asked justification on the assumption of MS sensitivity of -104 dBm, which will be clarified.  Related to Table 2 Nokia Siemens Networks proposed to apply a phased approach, investigating first a GSM/EGPRS service scenario and second a GSM/EGPRS/EGPRS2 service scenario. ZTE and Ericsson agreed to this proposal. 

With regard to the simulator type Ericsson asked for views on the simulator type to be used, dynamic or static. Vodafone questioned the necessity of a dynamic system simulator. Nokia Siemens Networks stated that modelling of the averaging procedures and of user mobility would enforce a dynamic system simulator, which was agreed by ZTE adding the aspect of handover modelling. Ericsson clarified that their preference is to continue with static simulations as previously done in the investigations on average power decrease on the BCCH carrier for EGPRS and EGPRS2, although they see some benefits for the usage of a dynamic simulator. ZTE thought that for investigations modelling only BCCH carrier static simulator type would work well, whilst for a 2 carrier model per cell dynamic modelling is required. Nokia Siemens Networks felt it was difficult to test voice and data session quality criteria based on C/I in a static simulation. Ericsson was concerned of the required effort to include a L2S interface with L2S verification.  Vodafone emphasized that the BCCH power reduction concept could be evaluated by means of a static simulator. Nokia Siemens Networks thought it was more relevant to clarify which of the modelling aspects should be covered and which modelling detail should be taken for verifying the compatibility objectives, instead of prescribing the simulator type.  ZTE proposed to leave the question of dynamic / static simulator type open for the time being. Ericsson stated concern if different simulator types were used by vendors, resulting in a difficult comparison of results from different vendors.   

On load profiles Huawei argued that static loads are easier to be modelled and to be compared between vendors than the proposed dynamic model. Ericsson thought that the modelling of cell breathing effects is required which is achieved by varying load. Vodafone committed to review all suggested parameters.   

Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted. 
4.2 Other Topics
One contribution entitled System Simulation on BCCH Carrier Power Reduction was submitted under this agenda item from ZTE Corporation and was presented by Mr. Lin Yang. In this contribution network performance was evaluated for two methods of BCCH carrier power reduction. In addition to a 2 dB power reduction on idle timeslots (method 1), a reduction of 2 dB during DTX silence periods  for active timeslots combined with  2 dB power reduction for idle  timeslots (method 2) is evaluated. 

Discussion: 
Alcatel-Lucent inquired for clarification if both methods were identical in case no traffic load was present, which was confirmed. It was further inquired if data traffic had been also modelled, which was not the case. Alcatel-Lucent stated concern on a possible cell breathing effect due to different BCCH power level. In particular for a heterogeneous loaded network, i.e. a mix of high loaded and low loaded cells, the applied power reduction will yield to higher BCCH levels for high loaded cells than for low loaded cells and hence will bias users towards loaded cells. ZTE stated that this is one scenario among many. They have used a random distribution of users. Also the handover procedures are not only based on received level measurements. On request from Huawei it was clarified that the simulator was configured such that time slots on BCCH carrier had only a low priority for TCH assignment. The network layout was then clarified consisting of 7 cell clusters with each having an accommodation of 21 sectorised cells. BCCH frequency reuse was 4/12, TCH frequency reuse 1/1 and propagation wrap around was used. Nokia Siemens Networks felt that rather good C/I performance is shown comparing this against C/I statistics obtained in the WIDER feasibility study suggesting that rather low traffic loads have been evaluated. They asked justification for the depicted traffic loads in Table 3-1 and Table 3-4, as no reference was given, which will be clarified. The meaning of terms for handover statistics in Table 3-1 and Table 3-4 was asked by Huawei. It was clarified that the term ‘HoApplChaFaiNum’ refers to an ideal case where the MS indicates to the network the presence of a better channel but no handover is initiated by the network. Ericsson asked clarification on the interpretation of the handover success rate in Tables 3-1 and 3-4. It was clarified the term ‘HoNum’ includes both successful and non-successful handovers and the successful handovers can be determined when combining the handover success rate. Nokia Siemens Networks asked if idle MS applying cell reselection procedures were also modelled, which was not the case. Further it was inquired why the reference configuration without power reductions for the low loaded traffic case resulted in a lower handover success rate than for the high loaded traffic case. It was seen due to left statistical uncertainties. Qualcomm inquired if power control was used on BCCH carrier, which was not the case. It was clarified that in contrast to usage of PC on TCH carrier, only static power reduction was applied on BCCH carrier according to both given methods. 
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted. 
5. AOB 

Rapporteur stated he had meantime received an email from Renesas including a comment to the draft TR on the legacy MS objective, which should be reworded. Their proposal is to shorten the legacy MS requirement in subclause 5.2.4 to state: ‘Legacy MS shall be supported.’  This was agreed in the telco. 
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