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Common Assumptions for GERAN-EMDA
1. Consideration of network scenarios 
As commented at GERANEMDA telco#1 and telco#2 we believe that the case of mixed user traffic is the most relevant scenario to be investigated in this study and is the only one from which performance KPI’s can be meaningfully derived. In particular this is because: 

1) Single service type scenarios do not identify a realistic assumption for network operation. In particular the information provided in [CMCC paper to GERAN#51] indicates, that problems are identified in the presence of multiple services being operated, amongst which voice, IM chatting and Web browsing are most popular to mobile users. 
2) The Study Item objective is to 

“Study enhancements to alleviate the impacts from these traffic patterns on the current GERAN networks (if any),” 

which only is addressable if the operating scenario of “current GERAN networks” is modeled.  Such operating scenario includes service mix and traffic load.

3) The Study Item objective is to ensure, 

The identified enhancements to better handle the mobile data application should not impact the CS services.
which cannot be addressed without modeling at least some aspects of CS services.
4) The exclusion of the network functionality investigated within SIRIG, as discussed in GERANEMDA telco#1 means that the network has no explicit knowledge of service type. Thus a mix of services is required to be applied in order not to overestimate the performance in realistic conditions.  
5) The impact of new services to legacy services has been identified in the former MTC study to be an essential issue to be considered for optimization of network access.

6) It has to be noted that in contrast to the initial assumption for operation of smart metering devices during the MTC study (assuming that a great number of devices operate at night where share of other services is low), we consider in this study network scenarios where conversational services are active at the same time. 

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.

2. Evaluation Methodology 
Evaluations should be carried out assessing the achieved performance improvement against a reference configuration to allow the comparison between proposals of different proponents. For this the same service scenario should be applied, i.e. the mixed scenario as proposed in the section above. Whether one or several reference configurations per identified network configuration are defined based on load profiles and/or service mix is FFS. 

3. Priority of Use Cases Definitions 
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. Other services or use cases different to SA1 short message application should be considered in a later phase of the study.
Possible services to consider are

1) Push services, perhaps push email would be a reasonable choice and for which a call model is reasonably understood.
2) Video streaming, the sourcing company would be able to provide an example model for such a service.
4. Problem Description
A recap of the Study Item objective should be included in the TR. 

In this respect clarification of the wording “impact on … current GERAN networks” in the objectives section of the Study Item would be desirable.  
Possibility wording would be “impact on … current GERAN networks; where that impact takes into account both typical network deployment and typical traffic and service mix.  ”
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