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 Further Discussion on simulation evaluation
1 Introduction
In previous discussion there are still open issues on simulation and evaluation assumptions on BCCH carrier power reduction. This contribution gives further investigation addressing these issues and contains several proposals for modification of BTS energy saving TR based on the discussion in telco#3.
2 Discussion on simulation assumptions
1. the number of configured TCH on BCCH carrier
It is obvious that the simulation results are dependent on the number of TCH allocated on the BCCH carrier. If the number remains undefined different setting from companies would increase the difficulty for simulation evaluation.
The existing traffic load is only considered in a cell level in the TR and how much is loaded on the BCCH carrier hasn’t been discussed. When the traffic load remains the same in a cell, the uncertainty of the traffic load on the BCCH carrier (due to the uncertainty of the number of traffic channels configured on the BCCH carrier) would have impact on evaluation on the power saving benefits. It is therefore proposed to have a clear definition on the number of timeslots configured as traffic channels on the BCCH carrier.
Actually the performance is expected to vary in the range between the simulation results when all 7 timeslots are allocated as TCH and when all 7 timeslots are idle slots. In this case if the performance is evaluated in the above two scenarios the whole picture of performance impact can be estimated.
Proposal 1
At least two scenarios need to be considered for simulation on BCCH carrier:

· timeslots excluding BCCH channel are all configured as traffic channels

· timeslots excluding BCCH channel are all configured as idle slots 
3 Discussion on evaluation assumptions

1. CS traffic loads
In [3] it was proposed that "the acceptable limits are given by call blocking rate ≤ 2 % and average call FER ≤ 2 % for FR voice codecs and ≤ 3 % for HR voice codecs, respectively, to be ensured for at least 95 % satisfied users."

It is sensible to have some call quality performance criteria similar to those in MUROS. But it is not clear from the above proposal how the CS traffic load should be set in the reference case (i.e. no BTS energy saving scheme is applied) and the BTS energy saving case, as with sufficiently low traffic loads any system can fulfil the above criteria.
In Table 2 of [4] it was proposed to set the busy hour load to a specific value for each site configuration, e.g. 6 Erl/Sector for S222, and that all TS except TS0 of the BCCH carrier can be allocated for user traffic during busy hours.
But a simple lookup of the Erlang table shows that a traffic load of 6 Erl/Sector yields a blocking rate much lower than 2%, which indicates that 6 Erl/Sector is far from being realistic in busy hours.
To quantify the traffic loads in system level simulations it is proposed to define "minimum call quality performance" as the same blocking criterion and quality criterion proposed in [3]. To evaluate the possible impacts of a BTS energy saving scheme upon the CS call quality performance it is proposed to use the same traffic load for both the reference case and the BTS energy saving case. In busy hours it is proposed to load the system until minimum call quality performance is not anymore ensured, as what was done in the MUROS study.

Proposal 2
In busy hours the CS traffic load for the reference case is set to the maximum load fulfilling the minimum call quality performance.
The CS traffic load for the BTS energy saving case is set to the same as that in the reference case.
2. PS traffic loads
It is also not clear in [3] how the PS traffic load should be set in the reference case and the BTS energy saving case. It is proposed to set the PS traffic load in busy hours to give 2% session blocking rate for both cases. The possible impacts of a BTS energy saving scheme upon packet data performance are quantified by the loss in terms of median throughput (kbps/TS).
Proposal 3
In busy hours the PS traffic loads for both the reference case and the BTS energy saving case are set to give 2% session blocking rate.
4 Conclusion
More agreement on the common assumptions is needed to enable further evaluations with adjusted parameter settings. The sourcing company would welcome agreement of the proposed changes.
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