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Meeting Minutes of GERANEMDA Telco#5
1 Date and Time
Thursday, 20th June, 2013, 9:30 - 11.30 CEST (GMT + 2h)
2 Participants
Ericsson: Mr. Paul Schliwa-Bertling, Mr. Nicklas Johansson, Mr. Björn Hofström, Mr. Birgitta Sagebrand, Mr. Ulf Händel
Huawei: Ms. Ming Fang, Ms. Yang Zhao, Mr. Chao Luo
Nokia Siemens Networks: Mr. Juha Hartikainen
Research in Motion: Mr. Rene Faurie
3 Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda
2. Technical Report
3. Evaluation on session arrival rate for IM model
4. Other technical issues
5. Work Plan
6. AOB 
4 Discussion

1
Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved without change. 

2
Technical Report
Draft TR 43.802 V0.4.3 GERAN Study on Mobile Data Applications source from SI was not presented. SI Rapporteur (Huawei) clarified that this TR is exactly the same as GP-130530 which was noted at GERAN #58 closing plenary. 
Since no comments were received in this telco, SI Rapporteur proposed to collect comments via email.
3
Evaluation on session arrival rate for IM model
No contribution submitted to this agenda.

Ericsson asked to clarify that the session arrival rate is defined for per cell.
SI Rapporteur will update the TR to clarify it.

4
Other technical issues
Ms. Ming Fang presented Proposals on PDCH study, from Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. 

This discussion paper gives 4 proposals to facilitate PDCH study.
1. The network metric take precedence of the service metric

2. For network metric, both LLC throughput per cell and Data Load should be considered when comparing solutions.

3. 2s TBF delay release timer should be the basis when comparing performance among solutions.
4. Not to change the current IM model in TR43.802 and continue the performance comparison among candidate solutions.

Discussion:

NSN asked to clarify the intention of prioritize network metric than service metric.
Huawei said from IM user experience view, delay is not very serious and sensitive. To operator, network performance, especially the PDCH efficiency is more important. So it is proposed to focus on network metric than the service metric. There are many metrics in the TR and tradeoffs may exist between simulation results for network metric and for service metric which bring complexity for evaluation work. The intention is to simplify the evaluation work. 
NSN asked if Huawei proposes to remove some metrics from the TR. 
Huawei responses no metrics need to be removed, but only proposes to focus on several major metrics, and LLC throughput and data load should be on the priority list.
NSN agreed with the proposal No. 2, and ask whether 2s delay is used for downlink since this delay timer is only mentioned in the uplink in TR. Huawei answers that this is only used for the uplink.

Ericsson said delay timer is related to the traffic model and 2s does not match the character of current model, e.g. interval between two messages, and think one value for delay timer could not be proper. 

Huawei proposed to discuss proposal 3 and 4 with Ericsson’s contribution since both are related to the traffic model.
NSN didn’t agree with the proposal No.1 and thought the service metric is also important. Huawei gave a case which is difficult to judge the better solution since one is better on network performance and another is better on service performance but with worse network performance.

Ericsson gave some other cases with different level of tradeoff among several metrics and thought it not proper to make decision only based on network performance. Huawei thought solution evaluation methodology should be confirmed in the next meeting to progress the study, and consider preparing a contribution to discuss this methodology on how to evaluate solutions.
Conclusion:
For Proposal 1: open, methodology on how to evaluate solutions should be decided in the next meeting.

For Proposal 2: agreed

For Proposal 3 & 4: open and discussed with next contribution but no agreements was made.
Mr. Nicklas Johansson presented Input for IM traffic model: Additional trace statistics, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson. 

This discussion contribution gives following proposals:

Within the scope of the GERANEMDA study it is important that any proposed enhancement is future proof with respect to the nature of the packet interarrival times and should as such be able to function well under a broad set of conditions. The reason for this is two-fold (i) it is impossible to predict the evolution of the packet interarrival distribution of existing popular applications and (ii) no one knows which applications will be popular in the future nor their behavior. 

Given that the double distribution model is sufficiently generic to model the packet interarrival times of various clients it is therefore proposed to add this as a second IM model to the GERANEMDA study item. It is furthermore proposed to use the values obtained from the mathematical analysis of the QQ chat traces as a baseline but that the robustness of any proposed improvement should be studied by varying the fitting parameters C1, C2, t1 and t2.  The range within which the parameters should be varied is FFS. 

Discussion:
Huawei asked to clarify the double distribution which has no fixed values for message interval, and concerned that company may always find the best values for the double distribution to match their solution.
Ericsson clarified that original QQ model should be the baseline and performance comparison should be made based on the baseline model and bonus can be added if it has improvements for other additional model.
Huawei did not agree with the introduction of new model which brings the risk of artificial model. And web model used in the TR may also be different from current network trace for web browsing applications, but we still use that web model which is simplified a lot in the TR. So it is not necessary to change model 
Ericsson said that study has been made for a long time based on the current model but not find any problem, so Ericsson proposed a second model to motivate the improvement, and mentioned that Renesas contribution pointed that TBF blocking can be solved by releasing old TBF immediately when USF resource is absent. Current model in the TR does not reflect the trace of QQ very much.
Huawei didn’t agree with Renesas analysis because the improper setting for session arrival rate (too low) in Renesas’ simulation which results in no TBF blocking. 
Ericsson pointed that increase session arrival rate will add permanent load on the channel but TBF release timer can not help to release the load. If using Ericsson proposed new model, varying TBF release timer can add or release the load on RACH and AGCH, which is a different scenario.
Huawei clarified that the percentage of time interval of 2s is high in Ericcson’s new model but is low in current model in the TR, this difference only impacts the degree of the solution’s performance. 
Ericsson said that the current model is incorrect, and correcting the wrong model is never late at any time.

Huawei didn’t agree that current model in the TR is wrong, and clarified that current model has been discussed among companies for a long time and all companies approved this model which reflected IM traffic characteristics and was endorsed in the TR, and chairman’s notes recorded that other model is not objected if companies want to make more evaluation for other model.
Huawei felt that Ericsson’s proposal is not a model, is a kind of collection of popular IM applications, and asked if it is Ericsson’s logic that a solution performs well in new IM model may not perform well in the current IM model in TR. Huawei further pointed there is some contradiction in Ericsson’s contribution, it is said that the future model is unpredicted but proposes to use QQ values for model parameters. Huawei believed that a simple model, i.e. IM model in the TR is good to describe the generic character of IM traffic.
Ericsson clarified that any solution should be future proof, and the model should be generic enough otherwise you can always question the simulated model and related proposed solutions. Simple model may not be generic enough.
Huawei pointed that Web browsing application changes a lot too, but we still use a simplified web model in this study. It is useful and easy to make evaluation, and if changing application causes changing model, this study can never be progressed. Huawei mentioned that the current study focus on PDCH study as planed in the workplan.
NSN asked about the IM application trace data whether this data includes 3G traffic. Huawei also concerned about the trace and felt that application may have different behaviour when mobiles stay in different RAT.
Ericsson answered this trace includes 2G and 3G traffic and would consider to provide pure 2G trace data in the next meeting.
RIM asked about the Ericsson’s plan for providing new simulation with 2G only profile for the new model like current working way in eMDA study.
Ericsson expressed that they can provide such simulation in the next meeting.
Conclusion:
1. No consensus was achieved on the introduction of the new proposed model.

2. Current model in the TR is agreed as the baseline in EMDA study, and Ericsson is expected to provide new trace data for pure 2G traffic, and is expected to provide the simulation comparison for the current model and new proposed model with 2G only profile.
5
Work Plan
GERANEMDA WorkPlan, source from SI Rapporteur was not presented.
SI Rapporteur clarified that this workplan is same as the one noted in last GP#58meeting.

Conclusion: no comments received, this contribution was noted.
6
AOB 

None
5

