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2. IPR Policy
	Delegates' attention is drawn to their obligations under the 3GPP Partner Organizations' IPR policies.  Every Individual Member organization is obliged to declare to the Partner Organization or Organizations of which it is a member any IPR owned by the Individual Member or any other organization which is or is likely to become essential to the work of 3GPP.

The members take note that they are hereby invited:

-to investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the Technical Specification Group.

-to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs e.g. for ETSI, by means of the IPR Information Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://www.etsi.org/WebSite/document/Legal/IPRforms.doc).


Assen Golaup [Vodafone] highlighted the IPR policy
3. Attendance
The list of attendance list is attached to the report. 
4. Agreement on agenda
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed a detailed agenda for the meeting
Agenda was approved unchanged. 
5. Contributions and discussions
5.1 Simulation assumptions

Building Penetration loss

Ericsson presented contribution on, ‘simulation assumptions and working assumptions for cellular IoT (Section on Building Penetration Loss)’. Neul presented contribution, ‘Building penetration loss inter-site correlation’ and Huawei presented contribution, ‘Further discussion on simulation assumptions (Section of BPL).

Robert Young [Neul] questioned the need for BPL correlation distance and Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] clarified that this is required for mobility scenario. Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed to postpone the discussion until we have clarified the mobility scenario. 
On inter-site correlation distance, Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] indicated that the proposal of an inter-site correlation distance of 1 is not acceptable considering it is not supported by the literature, the distance of the device from different external walls may vary and we need  to account for angular dependence. This view was supported by Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks] who indicated that a value of 1 will assume that the device is in a shielded situation e.g. bunker and would rather base assumption on option 2 in Neul’s contribution since the height is more important for the coefficient.

John Haine [U-blox] indicated that smart meters will typically be in an environment where a high correlation may result.
Robert Young [Neul] indicated that we should not spend more time on this. Assen Golaup [Vodafone] highlighted that it is most likely that we end up with a value between 0.5 and 1 even after lengthy discussions and proposed to either choose 0.5 or 0.75 as a compromise. Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks] suggested an alternative to start with 0.5 for high floor and 0.75 for basement situations.

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] proposed a compromise of doing simulations for both 0.5 and 0.75 which was agreed by the group.

Other simulation assumptions
Ericsson presented contribution on, ‘simulation assumptions and working assumptions for cellular IoT (excluding section on BPL) and Huawei presented contribution, ‘Further discussion on simulation assumptions (excluding Section of BPL).
BLER Target

Comments
[Huawei] asked why 160 bps is used for MCL evaluation and Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] clarified that this is in the study item description. Robert Young [Neul] argued that the group had extensive discussions for the legacy GPRS MCL assumption based on GSM specs where the sensitivity values are based on BLER target and it is strange if we do not use the same methodology for Cellular IoT. There is no expectation to revisit basis on which MCL is calculated.

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]’s reply was that we are considering definition of a system that would work at lower SINR at the expense of lower throughput. Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks] supported the view that 10% BLER is not required as the throughput is already agreed. For the control channel BLER, an important aspect is the acquisition delay for the synchronisation channel. 
Robert Young [Neul] argued that processing gain is already taken into account when evaluating the SINR target based on the target BLER. The issue with using the Ericsson approach is that comparison with legacy GPRS will be difficult. Use of retransmissions will invalidate the GPRS reference case since no assumption on retransmissions was made. 

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] observed that the candidate technology can operate at higher BLER to achieve the throughput /coverage balance.

Yang Zhao [Huawei] indicated that we need to have a common reference case otherwise it will be different to compare.  
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed that the discussion on BLER target for data channel is postponed for the Telco and asked whether there was any prospect to agree on the BLER target for control channels. 
Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks]: We need to differentiate between associated and common control channels. 
Zhizhong Hu [Qualcomm]: understood that that the 10% BLER target is for MCL analysis 
Fredrik Floren [TeliaSonera]: Each system can operate on its own BLER target to get the cell edge throughput of 160 bps. 
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed that the discussion is postponed to a future teleconference. 
Network synchronisation 

Ericsson WA1: Network synchronization is defined as the equivalent of acquisition of FCCH+SCH for GSM, i.e. the procedure used by a device for synchronizing to the network before being ready to transmit.

Robert Young [Neul] observed that the network sync time is part of the latency definitions we have done for MAR exception reporting. Yang Zhao [Huawei] agreed on the observation.
Even through a network sync time target is not required, the group agreed on the need to have a definition of the network synchronisation time as follows:


Ericsson WA2: Network synchronization shall be supported at a SINR of 3 dB lower than the MCL of the candidate technique.

Comments
Chris Pudney [Vodafone]:  Seems to be needed only for neighbour cell detection.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] observed that the sync to the network should be more robust. Huawei indicated that the 3dB margin is not used in RAN. Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks] indicated that this could be an issue for fast mobility. However, since we are targeting low mobility, agree that 3dB margin is not required. 
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Ericsson WA3: The timing of the broadcast carrier shall be assumed to be unknown, and uniformly distributed 
Ericsson WA3 was agreed without discussion.
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Ericsson WA4: Network synchronization is evaluated in two scenarios:

· Scenario 1 (initial cell search): One valid broadcast carrier in the E-GSM band (125 GSM frequencies). Cell search performed amongst all frequencies.

· Scenario 2 (cell re-confirmation): One BCCH carrier.

NOTE: In case a candidate technique is using a 1 re-use for the broadcast channel, the scenarios might have to be expanded to also cover inter-cell broadcast interference scenario.

Ericsson WA5: The network synchronization shall be evaluated at a coupling loss of 147 dB (GPRS baseline + 3 dB synchronization margin), 157 dB, and the ‘MCL+3 dB’ for the candidate proposal.
Ericsson WA6: The result of the network synchronization shall be:

· CDF of synchronization time, together with the median and a reading of the 95th percentile. The percentage of synchronization attempts failed, not included in the CDF, shall be declared.

Frequency (Hz) and time accuracy (#symbols) after fine synchronization in CDF representation together with the median and a reading of the 95th percentile
Comments
Robert Young [Neul] argued that the network synchronisation evaluation is not required. Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] indicated that it would be interesting to see the performance of network synchronisation based on link level simulations done for each technique. Yang Zhao [Huawei] argued that this is related to cell selection/ reselection and contributions are needed to clarify the mechanism. She also observed that it is the final latency that counts but this may still be solution specific.

Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks] indicated that more consideration on what happens if mobile wakes up from deep sleep is required. 
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed that the issues are postponed for this Telco and noted as ‘not agreed’

Hans Kalveram [Com- Research] observed that rather than ‘not agreed’ we should note that further discussion required on Ericsson’s WA 4, 5, 6 as a valuable characterisation of candidate technology.
System Information
Ericsson possible WA: Re-acquisition of System Information is required every X.

Yang Zhao [Huawei]:  This is solution specific. No need to re-acquire all system information. It is more reasonable to wait for UE to wake up and read system information. Robert Young [Neul] agreed with Yang.
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed to stop the discussion on the simulation assumptions and to follow up in a future teleconference. 
5.1 Deployment scenarios

Assen Golaup [Vodafone] presented the contribution on ‘deployment scenarios for Cellular IoT’ which was co-signed by Telecom Italia, ORANGE and Deutsche Telekom.
Most of the comments were related to the mobility scenario, especially the need to support devices at speeds up to 130 km/hr. Michel Robert [Alcatel Lucent] asked for clarification on the use case and whether it is expected that the objectives of the study on cost, coverage, battery lige are met at these higher speeds. Mungal Dhanda [Qualcomm] commented that the mobility scenario proposed seems to be a deviation from the original objective of the study to support mostly stationary devices. Yang Zhao [Huawei] argued that cell reselection mechanism will be very different to when the mobile is stationary. 

Assen Golaup [Vodafone] emphasised that the main aim of the study is still to achieve low cost, extended coverage and longer battery life and these objectives should not be compromised because of the need to support higher mobility. However, if there is a need for minor changes to the system design to avoid systematic failure, then the changes should be made. Chris Pudney [Vodafone] clarified that the device does not necessarily need to transmit at high speeds and may identify opportunities for transmission when it is moving at lower speeds. The group should take some further time to investigate these options. 
Robert Young [Neul] observed that the problem for proponents of candidate solutions is that they do not know how much weight operators will give to the ability of the system to operate at high speed in their evaluations.
Yang Zhao [Huawei]:  ‘systematic failure’ needs to be defined so that it is clear whether a shortcoming of the system design is a small problem or a bit problem.
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] indicated that operators will use the feedback to continue discussions on the mobility scenario for the next meeting. 

AoB
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed to organize one extra teleconference on the 14th January 2015 09.00-12.00 CET in order to address the open points from this meeting and working assumptions which could not be treated.
Mungal Dhanda [Qualcomm] indicated that it might be difficult for companies to prepare for the meeting considering the holiday season.

Assen Golaup [Vodafone] proposed that no new contributions are expected for the teleconference and the group will continue discussion on already submitted contributions to Telco#7.

Proposal to have Telco#9 on 14th January 2015 (09.00-12.00 CET) was agreed. 

Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks] suggested that the agenda item on ‘deployment scenarios’ is treated first at the next teleconference. 
7. End
T7WA1: Two inter-site correlation coefficients will be used for simulations: 0.5 and 0.75





T7WA2: Network synchronization is defined as the equivalent of acquisition of FCCH+SCH for GSM





T7WA3: Network synchronization shall be supported at same MCL of the candidate technique.








T7WA4: The timing of the broadcast carrier shall be assumed to be unknown, and uniformly distributed
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