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Meeting Minutes of GERANEMDA Telco#1
1 Date and Time
Wednesday, 12th October, 13.00 - 16.00 CEST (GMT + 2h)
2 Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

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
Qualcomm: Mr. Vikrant Jain
Research in Motion: Mr. Rene Faurie
Renesas Mobile: Mr. David Navratil, Mr. Jijo Mathew
ZTE: Mr. Jing Li
3 Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda
2. Draft GERANEMDA TR
3. Technical Contributions to GERANEMDA
3.1 Performance objectives in the TR
3.2 Problems identification on GERAN aspects
3.3 Traffic model
3.4 Simulation assumptions
3.5 Evaluation metrics for CCCH and PDCH
3.6 Other issues
4. Work Plan
5. AOB 

4 Discussion

4.1 Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change. 

4.2 Draft GERANEMDA TR

Draft TR xx.xxx V0.1.1 GERAN Study on Mobile Data Applications from SI Rapporteur (Huawei) was presented by Ms. Ming Fang. This was a revised version of the TR presented at last GERAN#51 meeting including some editorial changes and comments received in last GERAN#51 meeting.
Discussion:
· Comments to sec5: 
1. General description in sec 5.1

Renesas: SA1 TR is only one input and not enough for GERAN study to build the traffic models. SA1 foresee the problems and considers UMTS and LTE more when making analysis. GERAN has to define the traffic model in GERAN area to reflect the SA1 problem.
RIM: share the same view as Renesas
Ericsson: share the same view as Renesas

Huawei: agree SA1 use case is too rough for GERAN to get sufficient information on traffic profiles. 
Conclusion: rewording is needed, agree that SA1 use case is only a guideline, and GERAN should study the details for traffic profile.
2. Use case of Mix traffic in sec 5.2
NSN: proposes to consider the mixed traffic in the use case. It is valuable to make performance evaluation on the mixed traffic. Performance metrics might be needed to evaluate the mixed traffic scenario.
Ericsson: MTC traffic could be considered as a mixed traffic, and impact evaluation should be considered as in MTC study.

Huawei: priority is needed. First step is study single traffic scenario; next step could consider the mixed traffic.
Renesas: first to find traffic characteristics and traffic model for frequent small packet transmission, later study the mixed scenarios.

NSN: agree to consider single traffic first and later mixed traffic.

Conclusion: Use cases with a single traffic service will be considered for evaluation in a first phase, whilst the evaluation of the mixed traffic service scenario, subject to be studied subsequently, is related to the issue on evaluating the impact to legacy services (see item 3)..

3. Impact analysis on legacy traffic in sec 5.2
Ericsson: propose to investigate the impact on legacy traffic. The study evaluates the GERAN system impacts, should consider the impacts on legacy traffic.
NSN: agree with Ericsson. As in MTC study, impacts are analyzed on CCCH for legacy CS and PS. MTC study also has metrics of legacy mobile which has higher priority than MTC devices. Legacy traffic would be impacted under mobile data applications and this study should analyze the impacts on legacy traffic.
Renesas:  But if we need to evaluate impacts on legacy, we need to first to define the traffic model. HTTP traffic could be considered for this traffic model of legacy.

Huawei: impacts evaluation on legacy is not the objective in our study. This study is different from MTC study since MTC device always has lower priority than legacy mobile. And mobile data applications already existed in the network, definition of legacy traffic is difficult.
RIM: different situation in MTC study. MTC devices might have lower priority and MTC access is controlled (device / network) based on the corresponding access priority, which is quite different from this study. 
Huawei: it is not essential to evaluate the impacts on legacy traffic and will just complicate the simulation. This study does not exclude the impact analysis on legacy traffic, but is not mandatory to evaluate legacy traffic.
RIM: how to identify define "legacy" packet data traffic is debatable: the traffic generated by mobile data applications can be considered as "legacy" since they are already supported in existing networks. Hence impacts to legacy PS traffic would be difficult to characterize. One key issue to address is that the generated traffic (e.g. small data transfers) could be handled more efficiently. 
Huawei: enhancements on small packet transmission will bring benefits for other kinds of applications. Evaluation on legacy traffic is not essential.

NSN: feel that enhancements for small data may not help on large data transmission. Impacts and potential enhancements are application-specific. And legacy traffic includes PS and CS traffic.
Renesas: improvement evaluation should be performed comparing the referenced case. It is difficult to define traffic model (legacy traffic + new traffic), and hard to compare the results.
NSN: propose to add a note on legacy traffic evaluation issues in sec 4.2, and reflect above discussion.

Conclusion: no agreement on whether impacts on legacy traffic should be included in this study, thus corresponding note will not be added. Continued discussion is expected on this issue in next GERAN meeting.

4. Comments to the use case in sec 5.2
Renesas: traffic profile is needed in use case section. And is traffic profile analysis based on a specific application or general application? As agreed in last meeting, there is no prioritization on specific application.
Huawei: proposes to include common traffic characteristics analyzed from applications for each use case and attach the traffic characteristics for specific application in the Annex.
Renesas: What does use case analysis means? Include traffic profile analysis or impact analysis in GERAN? The later one should be analyzed by simulation.
Huawei: impacts on GERAN have already been confirmed by CMCC document submitted in last meeting. Not necessary to use simulation to prove the problems again.
Ericsson: disagree with Huawei. CMCC data reflects some product implementation while GERAN needs to investigate whether there are needs to change the GERAN specifications. The latter requires justification that can only be based on simulation results.

NSN: agree with Ericsson

Renesas: not agree with that current GERAN cannot handle the new traffic, current GERAN works when dealing with mobile data applications.
NSN: reference case should be defined to evaluate the relative improvement of proposed candidate solutions. It is important to specify the reference case at very early stage.
Conclusion: no agreement is achieved on whether impacts on GERAN should be identified by simulation. The only agreement is reference case is needed and assumptions for the reference case should be included in sec 4.2 and sec6 in the TR.
· Comments on the relation with service identification (SIRIG)
NSN: asks the relationship between SIRIG and this SI. Whether service identification could be considered in this study should be clarified.

Renesas: mentions that in last closing GERAN#51, some companies raised that SIRIG may impacts this study item.
SI Rapporteur: clarifies in the very initial version of this SI, consideration of service identification was included, but at last this part was removed. Thus service identification (SIRIG) is not used in this study.
Conclusion: this study is irrespective of service identification (SIRIG) that is BSS is able to get application/service type parameter from the core network. And proposed solutions should not be based on SIRIG. Corresponding clarification will be included in the TR in the next version.
Conclusion to this draft TR: this contribution was noted and the SI Rapporteur (Huawei) will update the TR according to the conclusions made in above bullets. 

4.3 Performance objectives in the TR
SI Rapporteur: mentions that in the last G2 meeting, some companies have comments on the performance objectives in the TR and thus list it as an agenda to discuss in this telco.

Renesas: feels difficult to evaluate mobile battery life and different mobiles may have different power consumption. If any conclusion about performance should be drawn based on the battery consumption then it is necessary to define a method how the battery consumption is evaluated in this study..

Motorola: battery life is important from mobile perspective. If the potential enhancement hurts the battery life very much, this enhancement should not be considered.
Ericsson: support Renesas. In MTC study, it is difficult to make agreement on how to evaluate mobile’s battery. 
NSN: agree with Ericsson. In the study on BTS energy saving, there was a quite long discussion on how to evaluate the energy consumption for the MS, and finally it was agreed to remove the requirement to evaluate it due to lack of input for the model.

Motorola: disagree with NSN. For the metric on mobile battery consumption, it is FFS. This study should keep this requirement.

RIM: support Motorola; optimized mobile current consumption and battery life - generally consistent with better radio resource usage - have always be a central consideration in GERAN features design; support to keep the last bullet.

NSN: metrics of battery life should be considered both on CCCH and on PDCH.

Conclusion: the last bullet “Reduce the impact on battery lifetime” is kept. A note for this bullet will be added that measurement metric on mobile battery life should be simple and easy for solution evaluation and details is FFS.

4.4 Problems identification on GERAN aspects
Ms. Ming Fang presented “Problems identification on GERAN aspects”, from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. This discussion paper picks three use cases (Frequent transmission of small data packet, Status updates and keep-alive messages due to always on mobile data applications, and Network congestion by push services) closely related to GERAN from SA1 TR, and concludes that impacts are low PDCH efficiency and low CCCH efficiency based on the analysis of the traffic profiles, and proposes to include this paper into the TR.
Renesas: better not to be hasty to confirm the problem/impact. Impacts should be evaluated by simulation.
Huawei: problem or performance impacts have already been confirmed by CMCC’s paper. Thus there is no need to confirm the impact again by simulation.

Ericsson: support Renesas. The study objective is to find the problem first. So whether problem exists should be evaluated by simulation, there is possibility that simulation results show no problems occurs.

NSN: support Ericsson. Problems should be identified based on current standard, thus it is necessary to evaluate the performance impacts by simulation.

Huawei: living network data from CMCC shows the problem, why we need to simulate again.

Motorola: support Huawei, living network data is more trustable than the simulation results. The performance degradation does exist in the living network when running mobile data applications; problem existence has already been proved, and no simulation is needed
NSN: disagree with Motorola and Huawei. The study requires to compare solutions from different proponents. Hence a common reference is needed and relative performance benefits need to be assessed.
Ericsson: CMCC data reflects some product implementation while GERAN needs to investigate whether there are needs to change the GERAN specification. The latter requires justification that can only be based on simulation results.
Huawei: simulation can not reflect the real situation. And different company has different simulation results since there are different RRM algorithms. It is difficult to evaluate different results.
Motorola: disagree with NSN and Ericsson. In GERAN, no previous study item requires to prove the problem by simulation first. This should not be an excuse to delay this study. Current GERAN works when running mobile data applications, problem does not mean that GERAN can not handle these applications. The purpose of this study is to improve the performance in GERAN.
Conclusion: no agreement on whether simulation is needed to prove the performance degradation when running mobile data applications. Further discussion is needed. The contribution was noted.
4.5 Left agenda
Following agenda is not handled in this Telco#1. 

3.3 Traffic model
3.4 Simulation assumptions
3.5 Evaluation metrics for CCCH and PDCH
3.6 Other issues
Following contributions are not handled in this Telco#1. 

Traffic model for GERANEMDA study 

Huawei



3.3

Proposals on performance metrics 


Huawei



3.4

Simulation Assumptions for GERANEMDA
Renesas Mobile

3.3, 3.4, 3.5

4.6 Work Plan
Telco#2 is proposed by SI Rapporteur to handle the contributions not presented in Telco#1 and if spare time left, unsolved issues in Telco#1 will be discussed.
This proposed date for Telco#2 is October 26 (Wednesday) which is agreed.

4.7 AOB 

None
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