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Meeting Minutes of GERANEMDA Telco#2
1 Date and Time
Wednesday, 26th October, 13.00 - 17.00 CEST (GMT + 2h)
2 Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Ms. Marguerite Woch
Ericsson: Mr. John Diachina, Mr. Paul Schliwa-Bertling

Huawei: Ms. Ming Fang, Ms. Yang Zhao, Mr. Chao Luo, Mr. Bing Shu
Motorola Mobility: Dr. Jian (Jim) Jun Wu
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Juergen Hofmann, Mr. Howard Thomas
Research in Motion: Mr. Rene Faurie
Renesas Mobile: Mr. David Navratil, Mr. Jijo Mathew
ZTE: Mr. Jing Li

3 Agenda
This Telco#2 first handled the contributions which were not handled in Telco#1, and later discuss new contributions and unsolved issues in Telco#1 according to following agenda.
1. Approval of Agenda
2. Minutes of Telco#1
3. Draft GERANEMDA TR
4. Technical Contributions to GERANEMDA
4.1 Traffic model
4.2 Simulation assumptions
4.3 Evaluation metrics for CCCH and PDCH
4.4 Other issues
5. Work Plan
6. AOB 

4 Discussion

1
Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change. 

2
Minutes of Telco#1
Meeting Minutes of GERANEMDA Telco#1 from SI Rapporteur (Huawei) was not presented since comments from participants were already captured.
Conclusion: no comments received, and this contribution was noted.

3
Draft GERANEMDA TR

Ms. Ming Fang presented Draft TR xx.xxx V0.1.2 GERAN Study on Mobile Data Applications, source from SI Rapporteur (Huawei). This was a revised version of the TR presented at last Telco#1 including some editorial changes and comments received in last Telco#1.
Discussion:
1. Comment to section 7
NSN: asked why the description related to service identification and SIRIG was included in section 7. And this was a part of common assumption as greed in last Telco#1 and suggested including such description in section 6, i.e. common assumption section.
Huawei: agreed with NSN’s proposal.
RIM: asked about the need to explicitly refer to SIRIG before the decision is made in GERAN, and suggested not to mention anything in the TR, otherwise there could be something mistaken since we do not agree such enhancement yet in GERAN.
Renesas: supported RIM and commented that we do not know the future of SIRIG in GERAN so far, but just a conditional approval. If nothing was happened in GERAN in the next meeting and confusion could be brought by such reference in the TR. 
Huawei: commented that we had an agreement in last meeting, i.e. BSS has no idea about the application type. If all description was removed, it will be confused whether BSS has information about the application or service type.

NSN: commented that because NSN first raised this clarification, it is quite good to clarify this point as mention in Huawei. NSN agreed to remove the SIRIG related aspects, and keep the description that BSS is not aware of the service which does not refer to any WI. Huawei, Renesas and RIM supported this proposal.
Conclusion: remove the SIRIG related part but just mention that BSS is not aware of the service application type.
2. Comment to section 5

Huawei: asked whether section 5 or section 6 should include the traffic model. 

Renesas: mentioned that similar question was asked in the last Telco#1 where this traffic model should be documented, but did not have strong opinion on this. We should identify the traffic characteristics and for those define the traffic profiles. For these traffic characteristics we are working on at the moment which is frequent small packet transmission and based on identified traffic characteristics we build a traffic model. We should not only include the traffic model but also include the identified traffic characteristics we want to study. And we should also describe why IM chatting is modelled.
Huawei: proposed to add a new sub-clause in section 6 to include the traffic model. And capture the traffic characteristic and traffic profile in section 5.
NSN: agreed with Huawei’s proposal.

Conclusion: add a new sub-clause in section 6 to include the traffic model. And section 5 captures the traffic characteristics and corresponding identified traffic profile we are working on at the moment which is frequent small packet transmission. 

Conclusion to the draft TR: this contribution was noted and corresponding update is expected according to the conclusions made in above items.

4
Technical Contributions to GERANEMDA
4.1
Traffic model
Ms. Ming Fang presented Traffic model for GERANEMDA study, from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. 

This discussion paper proposes a traffic model - Small bursty transmission, and proposes to use this model for further GERANEMDA study.
Discussion:
Renesas: expressed the preference to generic IM model. Model MO only or model MT only was not realistic; MO and MT should be considered simultaneously. And agreed that session arrival should follow Poisson process but the average arrival rate 5/s per cell is not realistic. And also commented that the packet size depends on the direction where the communication takes place like proposed in Renesas’s model.

Huawei: Clarified that the value of packet size was referred to the average value mentioned in CMCC paper. Fixed value could make simulation simple. And further agreed with Renesas to establish a generic IM model and consider MO and MT together with proper proportion for each and agreed with the way to define packet size in Renesas’ model.

Renesas: felt the number of packet, i.e. 1, 2, 3 was not realistic and generic.
Huawei: clarified that the user may communicate with the application server by several application messages, but agreed with one message exchange in Renesas’s paper to simplify simulation. Huawei also suggested defining a maximum limit for the inter-arrival time in exponential distribution.
Renesas: agreed that a maximum value should be defined to limit exponential distribution.

Conclusion: this contribution was noted and the agreements were following:

-
Poisson distribution is used for session arrival but the arrival rate is FFS.
-
Inter-arrival time is model by exponential distribution with maximum limit which is FFS.
-
MO and MT should be considered together for IM model while proportion is FFS.

-
The number of uplink and downlink packet (application layer message) is one.
4.2
Simulation assumptions
Mr. David Navratil presented Simulation Assumptions for GERANEMDA, from Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd. This contribution was also submitted to the agenda 4.1 and 4.3.
This contribution proposed:

In this document, we propose to reuse simulator methodology from the MTC study including network scenario and most of the configuration parameters. This way, the amount of work on simulation for MTC and EMDA may be lower. Using the same network scenario would help in better understanding of network behaviour under different conditions. It could be expected that simulation results from MTC and EMDA studies may be compared to a certain extent.

We propose to use two set of metrics. Network metrics describe general network performance. The proposed metrics cover the metrics in [1] except of “network utilization efficiency” where we see no need to build a metric based on the number of network access as this is reflected in reported load on common control channels. 

This document also describes the IM traffic model based on the analysis of IM application [2]. The discussion focuses on a structure of IM session and relevant parameters, which would be needed for implementation of such model in a simulator. We would like to propose to include this IM traffic model in the TR or, if the model is seen as incomplete or inaccurate, to use this IM traffic model as a basis for future development of the model.
Discussion:
1. Comment to simulator methodology
Ericsson: agreed to increase the PS channel to 7 PDCH on BCCH and agreed with the parameters in tables 1 to 4. Ericsson asked if it is proposed that the 7 PDCHS shall be assumed as allocated in a fixed manner during the simulation.

Renesas: confirmed the fixed PDCH allocation and clarified that the assignment of the PDCHs to TBFs is however under network control.

Huawei: supported the five bullets in the section 2 and agreed with the proposals for the reference case. 
Motorola: asked for the correction for table 6 which was referenced here but not included in this paper.
RIM: asked the reason why release 7 features should be excluded.

Renesas: thought that release 7 features should be excluded in the reference configuration as in MTC study. All release 7 and after release 7 features should be studied if these features address similar problems as any possible enhancements in this study. For example, if we wanted to improve the throughput, we should not specify a new EGPRS2, and if we wanted to reduce the load on PACCH, then FANR is a valid reference case.

Huawei: thought the important thing was to improve the performance under today’s network configuration, thus the release 7 and afterwards features should be excluded.

Ericsson: agreed with Renesas’s reference case, and stated that it shall be avoided to introduce functionality being already  standardised in the 3GPP release 7 features or others.

RIM: this should not preclude the study of enhancements capitalizing on Release 7+ features.

2. Comment to evaluation metrics
Huawei: asked the necessity to introduce so many metrics and some of them were linked with other metrics. Felt that only the essential metrics were needed.
Renesas: clarified that the proposed metrics were essential, and further clarified that the TBF blocking rate was used to evaluate the congestion due to absence of identifiers, and raised an open question on the necessity to introduce access successful rate.

Huawei: commented that the TBF blocking rate was not needed because this was different from MTC. TBF blocking was related to the user quantity and arrival rate, and further related to the implementation algorithm. And further commented that the service metric for the delay did not need to differentiate the message type, such as login, log out or user message.

Renesas: agreed that no need to evaluate delay for different message type.

Motorola: asked how to calculate the delay and further asked the clarifications of the session drop rate.

Renesas: answered that the delay is the message delivery time and proposed to use message delivery time to replace delay, and thought the PS session drop rate was related to the network decision whether the session should be dropped or delayed which was different when considering call drop rate for CS.
Motorola: only agreed that delay should be considered but the message deliver time should be FFS since one message could include one LLC PDU or several LLC PDUs. 

NSN: asked how to exactly define the case of insufficient resources which was used to calculate the TBF blocking rate. Thought this was related to the traffic model and PS resource used in the simulation.

Ericsson: agreed that TBF blocking rate is needed. Furthermore, Ericsson asked to clarify that in the MT case, discarded paging shall be included in the number of failed TBF setups.
NSN: supported Ericsson that for the assessment of the TBF blocking rate the CCCH handling on DL (i.e. sending of paging requests / scheduling of acknowledgements for channel requests) should be included in the consideration.

Ericsson: asked how to calculate the Data Load for extended uplink TBF if no data transmitted. And Ericsson further asked to clarify if the metrics “Data Load”, “LLC Throughput per Cell” and “Offered Load” shall be per direction.
Renesas: clarified that definition for DataBLK is per the direction (uplink or downlink) and confirmed that these metrics are proposed to be on a per-direction basis.
3. Comment to traffic model
Huawei: asked why mean session length was 319s, CMCC paper did not mention the session length, and suggested to use the number of message bursts to describe a session.

Renesas: felt either way was fine no matter to use the session length or the countdown value of the left messages, and agreed to use the countdown value to describe a session.
Ericsson: asked the mapping between LLC PDU and application message and proposed to define the length of LLC PDU first.
Huawei: proposed to consider the RTT in the CN and the reaction time of the application server.

RIM: commented that the reaction time at CN and application server are GERAN independent, and studying variation / distribution of this reaction time should not be needed which was supported by Huawei and NSN.
Renesas: felt this reaction time was not needed in either MS or application server.
Ericsson: not agreed with Renesas, RTT at CN and application server reaction time should be considered.
NSN: supported Ericsson and proposed to use a fixed value for MS and CN side and possibly vary the fixed value to model both best case and worst case, respectively.

Renesas: agreed to have a reaction time at MS and CN while value for this time was FFS.
Conclusion: this contribution was noted and the agreements were following:

-
The reference case was agreed which was based on pre-release 7 features while release and later features should be considered when similar enhancement was proposed. And the five bullets and table 1, 2, 3, 4 for the simulation settings were agreed.
-
The concept of LLC throughput per cell/PDCH was accepted, and agreed that message delivery time for service metric was needed but how to define this was FFS.
-
Session arrival follows Poisson and the number of messages is used to describe a session with an upper limit number within one session. Value of MTU should be defined and reaction time at MS and NW (incl. application server) should be defined by a fixed value.
4.3
Evaluation metrics for CCCH and PDCH
Ms. Ming Fang presented Proposals on performance metrics, from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. 
This discussion paper proposed three metrics (PDCH throughput and user throughput in user plane and CCCH signalling efficiency in control plane) and proposed to include them into the TR.
Discussion:
RIM: asked clarification on how "user throughput" was calculated and on the purpose of this metric, which is highly dependent on how the bursts are selected (begin/end).

Huawei: clarified that the interval in between two bursts would impact the user throughput. But the intention is to introduce a KPI for user experience.
Renesas: expressed that user throughput defined by Huawei would not reflect user’s expectation because different service would need different method to evaluate the user experience. And further explained that the delay of message delivery would be more important for IM, the download time would be more important for web browsing, but agreed that some metric was needed to measure the user experience.

NSN: basically agreed with Renesas that different metrics were needed for different services.
Huawei: questioned the different metrics given the network was not aware of the service type, so how to use corresponding metric to measure a certain specific service.

NSN: commented that although the network had no knowledge about the service type, but it did not prevent the measurement on the user experience because the user was aware of the service type.

RIM: commented that we could not improve the aspects out of GERAN, e.g. the reaction time of the application server or the transmission delay at the application layer. 
Renesas: response to RIM that the modelled transmission delay at the network as described by RIM was under control of the traffic model, so introduction of some metrics for service was feasible.
Ericsson: supported to have a service metric such as transmission delay in the user plane.
NSN: supported to have a service metric to evaluate the user experience and also have metrics to evaluate the network efficiency.

Renesas: asked the clarification on the CCCH signalling efficiency.
Huawei: clarified that the network throughput could be same but different solutions might introduce different quantity of CCCH signalling, and the proposed formula was a method to evaluate such case.
Renesas: thought the efficiency should be a percentile while this formula in Huawei’s doc could not reflect CCCH efficiency. 

RIM: asked whether (preventive) repetitions of immediate assignments and repeated paging requests should be considered (and how they should be taken into account, as this is network implementation dependent).

Huawei: thought no need to consider repeated CCCH signalling messages.

Renesas: disagreed with Huawei.
Conclusion: the throughput of the network was needed. And the metrics for service was needed and detailed formula was FFS, but final decision should be made in the next GERAN meeting. More work is needed on CCCH efficiency. This contribution was noted.
4.4
Other issues
Mr. Howard Thomas presented Considerations for the GERANEMDA TR, from Nokia Siemens Networks. 
This discussion gives following proposals:
Proposal 1: The reference scenario shall consider a mix of traffic consisting of traffic load ‘A’ for CS voice, traffic load ‘B’ for PS data (Web browsing) and traffic load ‘C’ for PS data (IM chatting). 

Proposal 2: With respect to voice traffic it is proposed that the CCCH impact is modeled.

And this contribution also proposes that:

Evaluations should be carried out assessing the achieved performance improvement against a reference configuration to allow the comparison between proposals of different proponents.

The study should address IM chatting and specify the traffic profile characteristics for this service. The service should be evaluated in the mixed service scenario.
In this respect clarification of the wording “impact on … current GERAN networks” in the objectives section of the Study Item would be desirable.
Discussion:
Huawei: asked for a clarification in proposal 1, i.e. whether NSN propose to only consider the mixed traffic scenario, and also mentioned that in the last telco#1 the agreement is single traffic scenario should be studied in the first phase and subsequently the mixed traffic scenario.
NSN: thought it is completely valid to consider the single traffic case initially so that we can achieve a common understanding between the companies conducting simulations about how the service works.  However, conclusions about system benefits can only be made when a mix of services is modelled. 
Huawei: asked the purpose to evaluate CCCH impact for CS voice and pointed that this study was different from MTC study. In MTC study the problem is the congestion on CCCH due to large number of devices while this CS impact evaluation was related to the traffic model and available resource.
NSN: felt that to some extent we can define some CS resource and PS resource but it just increases the complex. NSN thought the primary impact on CS traffic is on CCCH, so simulation of CS services can be limited to evaluate the  impact on CCCH.

Ericsson: commented the RACH is not the bottleneck compared to the AGCH, and the network can prioritize the CS traffic allocation, and so it was not necessary to evaluate the performance of CS traffic.
NSN: believed that collision exists and impacts CS users and PS users. If prioritizing the CS user, it will delay the PS user. Impact on CS traffic should be considered and also need to look at some KPI as in MTC study.

Renesas: commented that the distinction between MTC and legacy users is only based on the low access priority configuration. We do not include such low priority indication configuration in CS for MTC simulation. And Renesas asked the need to add one TRX for the CS resource.
NSN: felt that to some extent we can define some CS resource and PS resource but it just increases the complex. NSN thought the primary impact on CS traffic is on CCCH, so simulation can only be made on CCCH for CS.
Ericsson: in MTC study, we know MTC access is delay tolerance, so we can prioritize the legacy CS over the MTC devices on AGCH. But it was different since the service under this study may not be access delay tolerance. The network may adjust the AGCH resource to support mobile application service which has more restrict delay requirement, this is different when considering evaluating CCCH for CS in MTC study.
NSN: felt that we should consider delay metrics and user performance things first.
Renesas: felt that there should not be any problem for the CS in this study. The network knows the request is CS request and the network can make the prioritization if the network likes. If introducing CS in this EMDA study, PS would not impact the CS, but the CS access may impact the ASR of the PS domain if CS load increased.
Ericsson: agreed with Renesas, if CS load increased and the network prioritized CS always, PS service could be impacted. In MTC study, even CS was prioritised, but the performance degradation was acceptable for MTC since they are low priority. But in this study, such performance degradation may not be acceptable for this new service type studied in EMDA.

Renesas: commented that if considering the metrics, if you have the CCCH control load, as long as the load does not reach the 100%, CS traffic can be added since there is CCCH resource left. But if the overall CCCH load reaches  100%, adding CS will inevitably impact PS.

RIM: commented that this was different from MTC study. The purpose of this EMDA study is to assess enhancements to improve the efficiency of the resource used by smart phones, but not to increase the robustness of the network against a new devices population. PDCH optimisation may not affect CCCH.

NSN: asked for more time by offline discussion.

Conclusion: this contribution was noted and the agreements were following:
-
Single traffic should be studied in the first phase and mixed traffic should be studied subsequently. Mixed traffic for PS domain includes web browsing and IM chatting. No agreement was made on the introduction of CS voice.-
A reference case should be considered which is based on the pre-release 7 function.

-
The study should address IM chatting and specify the traffic profile characteristics for this service.
-
The sentence “impact on … current GERAN networks” in the TR needs offline discussion.

5
Work Plan
Ms. Ming Fang presented GERANEMDA WorkPlan, source from SI Rapporteur.
This contribution is an update of the workplan presented at the closing plenary of GERAN#51.

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

None
8

