3GPP TSG GERAN#51                                                                                      GP-111283
Goteborg, Sweden
    Agenda Items 6.1, 7.1.5.4.3
29th August - 2nd September, 2011
Source: SI Rapporteur

Meeting Minutes of 
BTS Energy Savings telco#5
1. DATE AND TIME 

Monday, 8th August, 10.00 – 13.00 CEST.
2. PARTICIPANTS
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Franco Tomassoni
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram

Ericsson: Mr. Olof Liberg, Mr. Marten Sundberg
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo, Ms. Yang Zhao
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Eddie Riddington (Moderator), Mr. Howard Thomas
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 was submitted under this agenda item entitled Draft TR 45.9xx V0.0.9 on Solutions for GSM/EDGE BTS Energy Saving from SI Rapporteur (Nokia Siemens Networks) and was presented by Mr. Eddie Riddington. This was a revised version of the TR presented at BTS Energy Savings telco#4 including agreements during BTS Energy Savings telco#4. 


Discussion: 

The discussion is recorded here along the included changes provided in the revised version of the TR. The discussion included the comments made after the BTS Energy Savings telco#4 by Vodafone, Ericsson and Nokia Siemens Networks on the 3GPP GERAN WG1 Reflector.
Changes to clause 4.1: Huawei proposed a re-wording so that there was no restriction for companies wanting to include inter-RAT cell reselection in their investigations.
Conclusion: Sub-clause will be revised to allow as an option investigations based on inter-RAT cell reselection.
Changes to subclause 5.2.1: no comments were received.

Changes to subclause 5.2.2: The moderator asked if there were any further comments to the proposal discussed on the 3GPP GERAN WG1 Reflector to evaluate percentile throughput (proposed by Ericsson and supported by Nokia Siemens Networks and Vodafone)? He asked if the preference was a requirement based on percentile throughput or percentile satisfied users? Ericsson expressed the preference for percentile throughput (clarified as calculated per user, and expressed as the percentile throughput for the whole network) which allowed a comparison with the reference without having to define a soft-blocking threshold. The moderator asked if there were any objections to this criterion? None received.
Conclusion: Editor’s note will be removed and criterion will be revised to correspond to average session throughput which shall be measured for the reference scenario and for each candidate solution and expressed as 10th, 50th and 90th percentiles of the average session throughput cumulative distribution function.
Changes to subclause 5.2.3 (and 6.5.6): The moderator asked if there were any further comments to the proposals on paging unavailability from Nokia Siemens Networks based on the dominant trigger events for cell reselection and from Ericsson based on downlink signalling failure criterion, described in TS 45.008, section 6.5 which were discussed on the 3GPP GERAN WG1 Reflector. Ericsson believed it would be difficult to evaluate the impact from the C1 and C2 parameters alone e.g. when an unnecessary reselection had no affect on the paging availability. Nokia Siemens Networks wondered if it would be simpler to count the times when a paging could not be delivered. Huawei further wondered if the number of LAUs and RAUs could be compared to the reference case because they were a cause of paging unavailability. Ericsson had concerns about this approach given that LA and RA borders were not normally modelled and would have to be to agreed first. Nokia Siemens Networks also believed the number of reselections across the LA/RA borders would represent only a small percentage and might not make much statistical difference to the results but would add complexity. The moderator asked first if there was agreement to evaluate paging unavailability. Huawei asked Ericsson if a new compatibility objective was being proposed by this. Ericsson believed no changes were needed to the objective in 6.5.6. They later clarified that they were referring to the objective proposed to this section by Nokia Siemens Networks at the BTS Energy Savings telco#4 and further proposed to agree this objective and then to discuss how to evaluate it. The Moderator asked if there were any objections to the objective referred to. None received.

Conclusion: Include in sub-clause 6.5.6 the objective in regard to the impact on paging unavailability which was proposed by Nokia Siemens Networks at BTS Energy Savings telco#4.
Changes to subclause 6.4: Huawei asked for a clarification on the assumption that link adaptation shall be ideal.  For example, whether it was based on exact path loss or interference levels etc. or measurements reports received from the MS. Nokia Siemens Networks accepted that this should be better clarified. Huawei proposed to remove this assumption until a common assumption was reached, which was agreed.
Conclusion: In Table 5, specify link adaptation as [TBD] and include an Editor’s note stating that the common assumptions regarding ideal link adaptation are [TBD].
Changes to subclause 6.5.6: Ericsson supported the Nokia Siemens Networks proposal on the 3GPP GERAN WG1 Reflector to align the C1 and C2 figures and asked if this could be agreed as an assumption. The moderator asked if there were any objections to this assumption. None received.
Conclusion: In Table 5, the reselection criteria shall assume C2 = C1.
Conclusion on contribution: The draft TR will be revised according to above agreed wording changes. 

3. Technical Contributions to BTSEnergy 

One contribution was submitted under this agenda item entitled Comments to Draft TR 45.9xx V0.0.9 on Solutions for GSM/EDGE BTS Energy Saving from Ericsson and was presented by Mr. Olof Liberg. The contribution captured a number of comments and proposals for different sections of the TR.  

Discussion: 

The discussion is recorded here along the included comments provided in the marked-up version of the TR.

Comments to clause 5.2.1: Nokia Siemens Networks believed the wording of the agreement in the outcome of the offline session at GERAN#50 was unclear because it consisted both of relative and absolute criteria. Huawei believed the absolute criterion (95% satisfied users) applied both to the reference case and the power reduction case. Ericsson also thought the wording be hard to interpret but believed the absolute criterion applied only to the reference case and then the percentage of satisfied users for the power reduction case should be compared to that. Huawei believed for reference case there was a common understanding. For the power reduction case, they believed the objective could be considered as a target if all candidates were unable to meet it. Nokia Siemens Networks asked if this could be interpreted as ranking the candidate solutions according to degradation in the number of satisfied users. They also pointed out the benefits of power reduction should be considered as well. Huawei asked what happens if none of the candidates could meet the absolute criterion.- Ericsson believed with the relative approach if one candidate has lower number of satisfied users, it is clearly inferior, although there are other metrics to be considered as well such as achievable power savings. Huawei thought this interpretation was reasonable, but were concerned if none of the candidates could achieve better than e.g. 80%. Ericsson agreed and thought the view of operators would be useful if a relative measure was sufficient or not.- It was agreed to postpone the discussion until receiving feedback from operators.
Conclusion: Align sub-clause 5.2.1 to the outcome of the offline session at GERAN#50, where the absolute criterion shall apply to the reference and a relative criterion shall apply to the candidate solutions. There was no agreement on whether to apply an absolute criterion for the candidate solution.
Comments to clause 6.4 Table 5: Ericsson expressed a preference for single codec simulations so that codec-wise analysis could be done. They asked if the current wording defined two mixed scenarios: AFS12.2 + AHS5.9 and AFS5.9 + GSM HR or whether it defined both FR and mixed scenarios. Nokia Siemens Networks believed the former interpretation was correct. It was decided to leave this question open about whether to specify codec scenarios until receiving feedback from operators.
Conclusion: The discussion on whether to specify single codec scenarios was postponed awaiting further input from operators.

Conclusion on contribution: The contribution was noted. Agreed alignment of sub-clause 5.2.1 will be reflected in the next revision of the TR.

One contribution was submitted under this agenda item entitled Comments to Draft TR 45.9xx V0.0.9 on Solutions for GSM/EDGE BTS Energy Saving from Nokia Siemens Networks and was presented by Mr. Eddie Riddington. The contribution captured a number of comments and proposals for different sections of the TR.  

Discussion: 

The discussion is recorded here along the included comments provided in the marked-up version of the TR.

Comments to clause 5.2.3: Ericsson supported the proposal to redefine the objective on SDCCH congestion rate as an option (suggesting an alternative wording). They recalled the proposal originating from ZTE and suggested also to check any new wording with them. Huawei agreed, recalling that the scenario was given as an example rather than an objective. They proposed to leave it open until clarified if needed.

Conclusion: It was agreed to leave as FFS the inclusion of a scenario relating to SDCCH congestion and the meaning of insufficient resources.

Comments to 6.1 Table 2: there were no comments nor objections to specify the simulated load as ‘offered’ load.
Comments to 6.4 Table 5: there were no comments nor objections to align the PS and CS traffic allocation on BCCH carrier to the assumption used in WIDER. Ericsson proposed also to include an assumption on frame alignment in case of network synchronisation (tbc if not sufficiently covered by 6.6.1). 
Comments to 6.4 Table 5: there were no comments nor objections to the clarification to the frequency re-use depending on the frequency hopping type.
Comments to 6.4 Table 5: there were no comments nor objections to specify a 100kB PS data transfer size.
Comments to 6.4 Table 5: on the proposal to specify the initial MCS for LA as a robust MCS codec, it was agreed to first achieve consensus on the common assumptions regarding ideal link adaptation (as discussed earlier). 
Conclusion on contribution: The contribution was noted. Agreed wording proposals will be reflected in the next revision of the TR.


4. Draft BTSEnergy Work Plan

One contribution was submitted under this agenda item entitled Work plan of SI “Solutions for GSM/EDGE BTS Energy Saving” (BTSEnergy) from SI Rapporteur and was presented by Mr. Eddie Riddington. The work plan included an update until BTSEnergy telco#5. 

Discussion: 


No comments were received about the work plan. 
Conclusion: 

The contribution was noted. 
5. AOB 

No comments were received under AOB.
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