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Source: SI Rapporteur

Meeting Minutes of 
BTS Energy Savings telco#7
1. DATE AND TIME 

Monday, 16th January 2012, 13.00 – 14.30 CET.
2. PARTICIPANTS
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Antonello Pisu
Ericsson: Mr. Mårten Sundberg
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo, Ms. Chongming Zhang
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Juergen Hofmann (Moderator), Mr. Eddie Riddington 
RIM: Mr. Werner Kreuzer
Vodafone: Mr. Chris Pudney
ZTE: Mr. Lin Yang
3. Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda

2. Draft BTSEnergy TR

3. Technical Contributions to BTSEnergy

4. Draft BTSEnergy Work Plan

5. AOB
4. DISCUSSION

1. Approval of Agenda
The agenda was approved without change. 
2. Draft BTSEnergy TR 
One contribution entitled Proposed Changes to Draft TR 45.926 v.0.3.0 from Nokia Siemens Networks was submitted under this agenda item and was presented by Mr. Juergen Hofmann. The contribution included proposed changes to four clauses in the TR (6.1, 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5.6) related to open working assumptions for both traffic scenarios and aimed at agreement in this telco.
Discussion: 

The discussion is recorded here along the clauses subject to change. 

Clause 6.1: 

There were no comments to the proposed additions to the SDCCH modelling related to the description of the used load model and of the energy saving method. 

Clause 6.3: 

Ericsson asked the relationship between the proposed traffic model for the mixed voice/data scenario in clause 6.3 and the fixed BCCH TS occupation already agreed for data and voice being captured in Table 5 and stated preference for a static time slot allocation for BCCH TRX and a dynamic time slot allocation for TCH TRX. They remarked that in case of static allocation on BCCH the voice call blocking will be significantly increased compared to the voice only scenario as a result of reducing the time slot allocation for voice by a half. Furthermore segregation into two time slot pools for voice and data, both for BCCH TRX and non-BCCH TRX, was seen as disadvantageous due to trunking losses. Nokia Siemens Networks agreed that the time slot allocation method was meant to be different on BCCH TRX (static) and non-BCCH TRX (dynamic) and stated that the capacity for data on BCCH TRX (TS 1...4) as depicted in Table 5 could be adjusted for low load configurations, but will be required for medium and high load configurations, hence for the defined load profiles there will be a different impact from the fixed BCCH TS occupation. They proposed to investigate on a reduction of data time slots on BCCH for low load profiles (e.g. to TS 1...3) to counteract the increased blocking probability for voice calls. 
Clause 6.4: 

Huawei asked clarification on the text addition for BCCH TS occupation “excluding TS for SDCCH” and inquired which time slot this was referring to. Nokia Siemens Networks responded that no assumptions have been done on the SDCCH allocation regarding a particular time slot number and that the note was valid for the case that the SDCCH is allocated on the BCCH carrier which is applicable both for the voice-only and the mixed voice/data scenario. Huawei asked clarification if a restriction for data time slots on non-BCCH carriers exists, which Nokia Siemens Networks did not see, stating that a note can be provided, clarifying that there are no constraints for CS and PS allocation on non-BCCH carriers.

No comments were received related to the text addition on traffic scenarios.
Nokia Siemens Networks asked feedback on the Frequency Hopping (FH) type for traffic scenario 2 (mixed voice/data) as the FH type has been kept open – there against baseband hopping being fixed for traffic scenario 1 (voice only). Ericsson asked clarification on the expected differences in simulation results between the hopping configurations and indicated that different FH types have been specified in Table 5 in regard to the TCH frequency reuse. Nokia Siemens Networks remarked both FH types were considered in the MUROS study (baseband hopping in MUROS-2 and RF synthesizer hopping in MUROS-1) as requested by operators having different hopping configurations in their networks. Ericsson stated that they investigate both FH types and that they observe the FH type to have little impact on the simulation results. ZTE agreed to Ericsson’s view. Huawei wondered if this meant that the 1/1 frequency reuse with RF synthesizer hopping provided the same results as 3/9 with baseband hopping as field experience is different. Ericsson believed although different results in absolute performance figures are expected depending on the frequency reuse, the relative performance figures for a candidate solution for RF synthesizer hopping and baseband hopping will be very similar. ZTE mentioned that the addition of baseband hopping may lead to an increased work load at their side and proposed to keep the content in Table 5 in this respect. Nokia Siemens Networks then proposed to allow either FH type for the evaluation which was agreed to be valid for the 3/9 frequency reuse scenario, whilst 1/1 requires RF synthesizer hopping and consensus on the applicability for both traffic scenarios was achieved. Huawei then proposed to keep both FH types with the modification to select only one FH type per TCH frequency reuse scenario. Nokia Siemens Networks agreed that this is a good idea in order to decrease the work load for the simulations and proposed further offline discussion.
Related to the Editor’s note below Table 5, Nokia Siemens Networks asked companies’ views regarding the need for investigating irregular cell architectures. Ericsson stated that there is no intention from their side to contribute on this matter and expressed preference to remove the note. Nokia Siemens Networks confirmed that those investigations were also not foreseen at their side and requested feedback from operators including input on such scenarios. Vodafone remarked that BTS energy savings are majorly expected in rural areas, while irregular architectures due to hot spots are mainly deployed in towns. Impacts on modelling complexity were stated to be unclear to them. Nokia Siemens Networks mentioned that two cell sizes, one for rural and one for urban area, are assumed in the study which similar to earlier GERAN studies assumes regular cell architectures. Vodafone thought that the aspect of irregular cell architectures needs further investigation by them and pointed out that the impact may be larger for small cells and high speed of mobiles affecting cell reselection efficiency. Impacts due to BTS energy saving were felt significant for the scenario when e.g. powering down BCCH transmissions for MS with 50 km/h in regular small cells. Nokia Siemens Networks highlighted that the current TR clause 6.5.7 specifies 3 km/h for the MS speed as mandatory and in case of small cells and high velocity a speed profile may be needed as not all MS will have the speed of 50 km/h.
Clause 6.5.6: 

ZTE questioned the need to count the number of handovers, cell reselections and call drops given that these measurements are already reflected in the specified target FER requirement. Nokia Siemens Networks remarked that the purpose of the section is to provide clarity on the impact to modelling. While the FER requirement for voice is given in the voice quality compatibility objective in the TR, the agreed vendor specific penalty in terms of speech frame erasures during handover needs to be taken into account. It was pointed out by them that the subclause refers to the compatibility objective depicted in subclause 5.2.3, which has been agreed a while ago. ZTE asked the priority to evaluate number of handovers and cell reselections and the call drop rate against the FER requirement. Nokia Siemens Networks remarked that the requirement to minimise additional cell reselections and handovers and the fulfilment of the call drop rate criteria are described in subclause 5.2.3 and hence each solution should evaluate and describe the impact by means of these metrics, which was agreed by ZTE.  
Conclusion: 
The contribution was noted. The Moderator summarized the outcome of the discussion.
Clause 6.1: The proposed text addition in regard to the SDCCH modelling was agreed. 

Clause 6.3: The proposed traffic model for traffic scenario 2 needs alignment with the BCCH TS occupation. A reduction of the time slot allocation for PS data services needs investigation for low load profiles to decrease the blocking probability for CS voice calls. This will be refined in Table 5 for the BCCH TS occupation entry. 

Clause 6.4: Table 5 needs clarification related to the SDCCH allocation to be put into the note column. Regarding the application of frequency hopping, the Frequency Hopping entry will be removed and all information will be put into the TCH frequency reuse entry. RF synthesizer hopping will be added for the 3/9 frequency reuse scenario for all site configurations. A note will be added that reduction of TCH frequency reuse scenarios is foreseen such that investigation of both hopping types is not needed for all configurations. Regarding the investigation of irregular cell architectures one operator stated the intention to check the necessity. 

Clause 6.5.6:  The proposed text addition in regard to evaluation of the impact on cell selection, cell reselection and handover was agreed. 

Clause 6.5.7: In regard to MS velocities, one operator depicted the scenario of 50 km/h needing consideration (corresponding note will be added). 
The Moderator encouraged interested companies to submit input on the open issues on the GERAN 1 reflector before or to GERAN#53. 

3. Technical Contributions to BTSEnergy 

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. 
4. Draft BTSEnergy Work Plan

One contribution entitled Work Plan of the SI on BTSEnergy from SI Rapporteur was submitted under this agenda item and was presented by Mr. Juergen Hofmann. The contribution included the updated work plan with refinements of milestones M13 and M14 and a proposal for milestone M15 related to the date of Telco#8. 
Discussion: 

No comments were received. 
Conclusion: 
The date of Telco#8 was agreed as preliminary date, requiring confirmation at GERAN#53. 
5. AOB 

None.
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