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Source: SI Rapporteur

Meeting Minutes of 
BTS Energy Savings telco#11
1. DATE AND TIME 

Monday, 15th April 2013, 10.00 – 11.45 CEST.
2. PARTICIPANTS
Alcatel-Lucent: Mr. Antonello Pisu
Com-Research: Mr. Hans Kalveram
Ericsson: Mr.  Mårten Sundberg
Huawei: Mr. Chao Luo
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Juergen Hofmann (Moderator), Mr. Khairul Hasan
3. Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda

2. Technical Report
3. Technical Contributions to BTSEnergy

4. Work Plan

5. AOB
4. DISCUSSION

1. Approval of Agenda
The agenda was approved without change. 
2. Technical Report 
One contribution entitled TR 45.926 V1.1.1 on Solutions for GSM/EDGE BTS Energy Saving, identical to the latest TR version approved at GERAN#56 from SI Rapporteur was submitted under this agenda item and was presented by Mr. Juergen Hofmann. 
Discussion: 

There were no comments received to the TR. 
Conclusion: 
The contribution was noted. 

3. Technical Contributions to BTSEnergy 

One contribution entitled Discussion on Performance Evaluations for BCCH Power Saving from Nokia Siemens Networks was submitted under this agenda item and was presented by Mr. Juergen Hofmann. The contribution was an update of GP-121350 presented at GERAN#56 and included a comparison of earlier contributions from ZTE and Ericsson in terms of assumptions and results. Additional considerations were provided related to modelling aspects that may impact the comparison and it was suggested to report in more detail these modelling aspects for the candidate solution in the TR. 

Discussion: 

Ericsson welcomed the comparison of assumptions and results contributed to the study item so far. Regarding modelling aspects in section 3 they clarified related to section 3.2 that intracell handovers were not included in their evaluation and related to section 3.3 that modelling of frequency hopping on traffic layer took into account the restricted bandwidth of the MA allocation versus the coherence bandwidth of the channel. HSN definition was clarified to be unique per site and randomly selected per site in the simulation. Regarding call quality evaluation Ericsson confirmed that they used call FER averaged over the entire call. They stated that they did not see the necessity of modelling the UL, as it has generally better performance than the DL. Also for the MUROS study UL was not modelled. Nokia Siemens Networks thought that frame erasures related to DL measurement reports could impact results and thus verification of excluding the UL modelling should be done. 
Ericsson asked clarification on the added remark in section 2.3 that no discrepancy is seen between the two investigations in the overall trend for satisfied users when moving from small site configuration to larger site configurations. Nokia Siemens Networks elaborated that results from ZTE were cumulated results that included channels on BCCH and TCH layer, whilst Ericsson results were split between TCH and BCCH layer with a decreasing level of satisfied users for BCCH layer and a slightly increasing level on TCH layer. Ericsson pointed out that the level of satisfied users for larger site configurations was decreasing to a significantly larger extent in the ZTE results and the number of users on TCH against BCCH steadily increasing for larger site configurations. Nokia Siemens Networks thought that for a fair comparison due to different assumed deployment scenarios the impact of handovers in terms of modelling of HO penalty, HO rate due to mobility and the enabling of intracell handovers (unclear from ZTE investigations) need to be included in the comparison. 
Huawei felt that since the TCH layer is scaled with the bandwidth according to the common assumptions there should not be a difference related to satisfied users between small and large site configurations. Nokia Siemens Networks thought that the impact of adjacent channel interference needs to be taken into account as well and this could be higher for larger site configurations. Huawei did not agree on the observations reported by Ericsson that the quality on BCCH layer with 4/12 reuse is less than on TCH layer with 1/1 reuse and stated reservation against their contribution to GERAN#54. Ericsson confirmed their observation that the call quality on BCCH layer was worse than on TCH layer reasoned by the fact that the TCH layer is not always loaded, frequency hopping and power control being in use despite the lower reuse on TCH layer. They reiterated that they have not observed the trend of decreasing performance for larger site configurations as seen by ZTE and stated that the split of statistics for calls on BCCH layer and TCH layer, although not included in the common assumptions, has provided this evidence. 
Huawei asked to differentiate between Baseband Hopping and Synthesizer Hopping and felt that the results contributed by Ericsson are overoptimistic since modelling of FH being close to ideal FH.  Ericsson clarified that their investigations were based on RF synthesizer hopping. However results are also applicable for Baseband Hopping, since no difference in modelling was taken into account in their evaluations. Huawei believed that the difference between Baseband Hopping and RF Synthesizer Hopping should be modelled and argued that performance will depend on the MA length, hence information on MA length and MAIO allocation should be provided. Ericsson asked clarification on their statement related to the modelling difference between Baseband Hopping and RF Synthesizer Hopping. Huawei felt that the difference is based on the fact that different BTS components are used for both hopping types.
Huawei pointed out that there is an inconsistency in the conclusions stating that the potential of the BCCH power saving candidate technique has been shown and also stating that more study is needed. They asked to consider the impact of BCCH power saving to cell reselection and handover. Nokia Siemens Networks thought that the evaluations contributed so far have shown a potential of 10 to 20% power saving and this justifies the consideration to include it in the specifications. Impacts on cell reselection and handover should be taken into account in the evaluations since included in the common assumptions in the TR.  
Nokia Siemens Networks asked the view from Ericsson on the proposed level of power reduction on BCCH layer, as only a level of 2 dB was investigated by ZTE. Ericsson clarified that the scope of their investigation was to identify how much power reduction on BCCH layer was acceptable, thus higher power reductions in the range of 4 to 12 dB were investigated. They pointed out that according their observations the relative power saving is highest for 4 dB reduction and decreasing for higher reductions such as 8 and 12 dB. 
The Moderator then asked if agreements can be reached on some proposals in the contribution. Following agreements were identified:

1) For each candidate technique, the channel allocation strategy should be described in more detail (e.g. allocation priority for channel on BCCH layer / TCH layer and other criteria) as proposed in section 3.1.
2) For each candidate technique, information on enabling of intra-cell handovers and on HO penalty size for inter-/intra-cell handovers should be provided as proposed in section 3.2.

3) For each candidate technique, information on how the imposed bandwidth restriction for hopping carriers is taken into account in the modelling should be provided as proposed in section 3.3. 
4) The call quality is assessed as call FER, averaging the FER over the entire call duration as proposed in section 3.4.
5) Regarding modelling of frequency hopping, information on the frequency hopping type, on MA length and MAIO allocation should be provided.
Conclusion: 
The contribution was noted. The Moderator stated that these agreed changes will be included in the next version of the TR. 
4. Work Plan

No contribution was submitted under this agenda item. The Moderator mentioned that a revised work plan will be issued to GERAN#58.
5. AOB 

The Moderator inquired if there were contributions planned to BTSEnergy from Ericsson and Huawei side for GERAN#58, which was not the case. Ericsson mentioned that ZTE is not anymore contributing on BTSEnergy and welcomed further evaluations as indicated by Nokia Siemens Networks.
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