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Valencia, Spain, 26th – 30th May, 2014                      Agenda Item: 7.2.5.3.9
Source: SI Rapporteur

Meeting Minutes of uPoD telco #1
Date and Time
Wednesday, 9th April 2014, 9:00 – 11:00 CEST (UTC + 2h)
Participants
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Michel Robert
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Nicklas Johansson
Huawei: Ms. Zhao Yang, Ms. Xiao Jiehua
Blackberry: Rene Faurie
China Mobile: Mr Jing Han, Ms. Deng Juan
Agenda

1. Approval of Agenda

2. Work Plan

3. Technical Report

4. Scenarios and Traffic model

5. Common Assumptions for evaluations

6. Candidate solutions (if there has time)

7. AOB

Discussion
1. Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change.

2. Work Plan
Mr. Jing Han presented “Work plan of SI “Study of Power Saving for MTC Devices” (uPoD)”, sourced SI Rapporteur.

Comments/Questions: 

AL proposed to add “selection of use cases” after “traffic model”.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted. The proposed changes will be incorporated into work plan submitted to the next GERAN meeting.
3. Technical Report
Mr. Jing Han presented “Draft TR 43.869 GERAN Study on Power Saving for MTC Devices v001”, sourced SI Rapporteur.

This document propose the TR skeleton
Comments/Questions: 

AL commented there should add “Use Cases” in the chapter 5 with scenarios. Ericsson, HW and CMCC commented that scenario and use cases are similar. AL commented that scenario is telecom scenario which belongs to network layer, use case is usage which belongs to application layer. Ericsson propose to specify use case in chapter 5, scenario is described with traffic model
Conclusion: 

The document was noted. The version submitted to the next GERAN meeting will incorporate two changes: 1) Chapter 5 is changed to “Use Cases”; 2) Chapter 6.1 is changed to “Scenarios and traffic models”
4. Scenarios and Traffic model
Mr. Michel Robert presented “Use cases and traffic model”, sourced Alcatel-Lucent
This document proposed to include the table provided in chapter 2.2 within the uPoD TR, along with the parameters definition used to rank use cases, and to use this table as a basis for use cases selection (some hints are provided in chapter 2.2); The sourcing Company also recommend to use the parameters defined in chapter 2.1 as an input for traffic models definition (except for the “Requirements for power savings” parameter).
Comments/Questions: 

HW thinks the table is good but need more clear definition e.g. detail figures for low/medium/high; AL thinks OK, and detail figures are already proposed in the paper but should be indeed discussed and agreed. HW asked if only high requirements for power saving is target for study? AL confirms.
Ericsson thinks this is too detail use cases and not so suitable for MTC services which range is very large
Conclusion: 

The document was noted. The document will be improved taking into account the above discussions before being submitted to the next GERAN meeting.
Mr. Nicklas Johansson presented “Use cases for the MTC power savings study”, sourced Ericsson
Comments/Questions: 

AL asked what is the difference between latency and reaction time? Ericsson commented that latency is for packet transmission and reaction time is the time between alarm happens and report sending. They needed to be separated.
HW thinks category is not seems in the same level, and thinks such kind of classification is hardly to be mapped to network layer traffic model. AL agrees.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted. 
Mr. Jing Han presented “Scenarios and Traffic Models for uPoD”, sourced China Mobile
Comments/Questions: 

Ericsson thinks reaction time is important for alarm use case. CMCC agrees to add reaction time for alarm reporting.
AL thinks the gas meter use cases proposed in the paper is actually multiple use cases, e.g. periodical reporting is one use case, alarm is separate use cases. CMCC commented could regard as so, and for gas meter use case, we thinks it’s better to consider all included use cases when design candidate solutions

HW thinks for software update, it’s need more detail information e.g. how often to happen, what size of the packet, delay requirement etc. CMCC agrees and will update accordingly.
Conclusion: 

The document was noted. The document will be improved taking into account the above discussions before being submitted to the next GERAN meeting.
Ms. Xiao Jiehua presented “Traffic model for Machine-Type Communications”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd
Comments/Questions: 

CMCC asked ABC is for three or one use case? We are fitting gas metering into this; HW commented that ABC is for multiple use cases and thinks gas meter can couple multiple of ABC.

Discussions in this agenda focus on how to summarize and define use cases and traffic model. Alcatel-Lucent prefer more detail definition and use table to define characteristics for each use cases; Ericsson prefer more high level definition and no need to list each of MTC services; HW prefers high level definition for use cases which is similar with Ericsson, and for traffic model definition is more align to Alcatel-Lucent.

HW asked the difference of “energy saving” and “power saving”, whether the consensus thinks they are same, all companies thinks they are same.

Conclusion: 

Need more offline discussions. Companies are encouraged to submit contributions in next meeting to discuss how to define use cases and traffic models.
Consensus is made that the term “energy saving” and “power saving” has the same meaning.
5. Common Assumptions for evaluations
Ms. Xiao Jiehua presented “Proposed Working Assumptions on power consumption evaluation in idle mode for MTC devices”, sourced Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd
Comments/Questions: 

AL asked what is the relationship between proposal 3 and proposal 4. Whether we can select both way or only one way? HW commented that they are different way and Proposal 3 is preferred one by us.

Conclusion: 

In principle agree table 1 and table 2. Table 1 and Table 2 are the baseline for future study.
6. Candidate solutions (if there has time)
No contribution received in this agenda
7. Any Other Business

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. No other issue was raised.










































































































































































































































































































