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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 agreed.

  
5. Contributions and discussions
Frequency offset

Robert Young [Neul] presented the contribution on, ‘Uplink Frequency Accuracy for Cellular IoT’.

Comments

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: Would this model also apply for the downlink?
Robert Young [Neul]: Could be extended to model downlink. Frequency accuracy has a greater effect on uplink though with high power PA making the thermal effect more pronounced.

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: Is there any information on the temperature drift for measurements?
Robert Young [Neul]: This will vary for different modules and depends on the detailed implementation.
Hans Kalveram[Com- Research]:  What is the relation with polarity? e.g. should polarity be inversely correlated?

Robert Young [Neul]: Not sure how to refine model for this.
Kairul Hasan [Nokia Networks]: Data sheet for mentioned part indicates a maximum drift of 0.2 ppm is possible.

Robert Young [Neul]: FS_Est Error captures effect of gross ppm error. A shift of temperature from -40 to +70 would result in a drift of 1 or 2 ppm.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: How is the 25% margin derived?
Robert Young [Neul]:based on the fact that transmit power from module is lower than it would normally be.

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] presented Section 2.1.4 on frequency offset in document ‘Working assumptions for Cellular IoT’ with the following two proposals:

WA3: The assumed frequency drift per second shall be declared.

WA4: The choice of XO architecture shall be declared.

Robert Young [Neul]: Ericsson should come up with an alternative proposal.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: The proposal is to have requirements declared by anyone providing results.

Juergen Hofmann [Nokia Networks]: Polarity aspect should be investigated rather than just assuming that it is randomly selected on uplink. Hans Kalveram [Com- Research] supported this view.
Luo Chao [Huawei]: Is there any concern with the model from Neul? 
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Penetration Loss
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] presented the contribution on, ‘Penetration Loss for Cellular IoT’.
John Haine [u-Blox]: How is additional loss in basement taken into consideration?

Assen Golaup [Vodafone]: It is assumed that 25% of devices are behind 3 internal walls in the analysis. In practice it is unlikely that 25% of devices will be behind 3 internal walls and the proposal is to assume that the 25% also includes the case where devices are in basement for which we can expect similar losses.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: Regarding Figures in Table 1, do we know if measurements taken include the case where device was behind different number of walls?
Assen Golaup [Vodafone]: It is not clear from the referenced paper on whether the indoor probe was behind several walls. However, considering the objective of the investigation to study external wall penetration losses, it seems unlikely that the probe would have been placed behind several walls. Will investigate further until next telco.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] presented Section 2.1.3 on penetration loss in document ‘Working assumptions for Cellular IoT’. 

A proposal to use a lognormal distribution to match the curve proposed by the Vodafone contribution was made in the document. Ericsson commented that several references point to the lognormal distribution. They also commented that the distribution from Vodafone looks pessimistic! It would be good to not restrict the assumptions on types of houses to London and aim to be more generic.

Chris Pudney [Vodafone]: We are trying to design the system for the difficult scenarios. Scenarios where houses have wooden structures may already be addressed by legacy GPRS. Robert Young [Neul]: Graphs (lognormal v/s simulated) might look similar but there is a difference in the tail. A histogram representation would have been more useful.
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Noise Figure and Cable Loss Assumption

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] presented Section 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 on working assumption for BS Noise figure and Cable loss in document ‘Working assumptions for Cellular IoT’. 

Ericsson observed that the 5dB BS noise figure is too pessimistic and 3dB should be assumed. 

Luo Chao [Huawei]: BTS noise Figure is implementation dependent. The device noise Figure is also pessimistic. Both UL and DL should be realistic.
Robert Young [Neul]: The current figures are aligned with existing assumptions in RAN1 TR 36.888. We should choose realistic figure for both BS and MS.

Kairul Hasan [Nokia Networks]: Should 3 dB also be assumed for legacy GPRS?

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: proposes to use a common assumption for any evaluation
Assen Golaup [Vodafone]: Made proposal to agree the BTS cable loss of 3dB
Luo Chao [Huawei]: Add clarification that this is for system level simulation assumption. 3dB is already captured in the TR and this agreement will mean that we remove the related note.
Assen Golaup [Vodafone]: Made proposal to agree that BS noise figure of 3dB and leave MS noise figure assumption FFS.

Luo Chao [Huawei]: prefers to agree both values at the same time.
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Common MCL assumption for legacy GPRS

Luo Chao [Huawei], presented the contribution, ‘coverage performance of legacy GPRS’
Kairul Hasan [Nokia Networks]: -106 dB for DL PDTCH is taken from TIGHTER. Shouldn’t the assumption be based on legacy GPRS?

Luo Chao [Huawei]: There is no formal agreement on using TIGHTER, but reflects performance of commercially available devices.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: Assumption of TIGHTER implies a State of the Art receiver. It is not easy to achieve TIGHTER performance. Comment from chipset vendor would be useful. It is also important to clarify what bandwidth is used for effective noise power.

Luo Chao [Huawei]: Bandwidth is listed. 
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: It makes a difference on what bandwidth is used and need to understand what occupied channel bandwidth has been chosen.
Robert Young [Neul] presented contribution on ‘MCL baseline for legacy GPRS’.

 It is concluded that the MCL baseline should be 143.4 dB based on MS transmit power assumption of +33 dBm and use of CS-1. Robert clarified that the MCL value is obtained without even considering TIGHTER assumptions.

Kairul Hasan [Nokia Networks]: Why not reference 45.005 for the UL sensitivity also where the value is -104 dB is used?
Robert Young [Neul]: This is taken from the RAN1 low cost MTC study TR.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: CS-1 was not used in assumptions in Low Cost MTC and CS-5 was used instead.

Luo Chao [Huawei]: Not sure if CS-1 or CS-5 was used.
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: Need to check TR36.888 to confirm what MCS was used for the assumptions listed. 
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Evaluation methodology: Cost and Complexity analysis

Luo Chao [Huawei], presented the contribution, ‘Evaluation Methodologies for Cellular IoT’
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson] presented Section 2.2 of contribution, ‘Working assumptions for Cellular IoT’
Chris Pudney [Vodafone]: What is class 10?

Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]:  DLTS of 4 slots up and one slot down

Luo Chao [Huawei]: WA5 in the Ericsson contribution provides no extra information
Marten Sundberg [Ericsson]: WA5 can be dropped

Robert Young [Neul]: why do we need to assume Quad band implementation? The devices are expected to operate in a Sub 1 GHz and this seems unrealistic. 

Regarding WA8, what is the motivation of restricting the cost of RF and Baseband to 50% of the total cost. This effectively means that maximum possible reduction in cost would be 50%. Proposes to focus on cost of modem itself and not factor in antenna cost, battery cost etc. 
Ericsson:  RF aspects still contribute to the cost.

Robert Young [Neul]: Scope of cost reduction will be dictated by the industry.

Ericsson: Even if we concentrate on modem and radio part, we should keep in mind that the cost of those components is only part of the overall cost.

Kairul Hasan [Nokia Networks]: Do we see GPRS only modem in production?

John Haine [u-Blox]: Will provide reference.
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Traffic Model for Cellular IoT

Assen Golaup [Vodafone] presented the contribution on, ‘Application Payload Size for Cellular Iot’

Contribution highlighted common application payload sizes generated by smart metering and other common IoT applications and proposed that the application payload size should range from 20-200 bytes

Bjorn Hofstrom[ Ericsson] presented  contribution on, ‘Traffic models for Cellular IoT’

The contribution describes traffic models for different scenarios (Mobile Autonomous Reporting, Network Triggered reporting and DL transmission). The intention is to reuse traffic model from UPOD with values appropriate for Cellular IoT.
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6. AoB
Assen Golaup [Vodafone] highlighted the contributions from Huawei and Rapporteur of updated text proposal for the TR and invited companies to review the text and provide comments on the reflector. 
Robert Young [Neul] and Hans Kalveram [Com- Research] highlighted the need for companies to submit their contributions well before telco so that colleagues can review the documents. 

Assen Golaup [Vodafone]: Will propose a submission deadline for next Telco. 

Next Telco on 16th October 2014 (09.00-12.00 CEST). 

7. End
 
Conclusions: Further discussion by email on this topic until the next Telco. Target should be to identify a way forward at the next Telco.





Conclusions: Further discussion by email on penetration loss distribution until the next Telco.


Further investigation on how measurements were done for Table 1 in the Vodafone contribution.


Try to be more generic in description is assumptions about building types and not only reference London scenario. 


Aim to identify a minimum and maximum penetration loss to be modelled.


Aim to identify an appropriate distribution








Conclusions: 


BTS  cable Loss of 3 dB agreed as working assumption for system level simulation ( remove related note in TR)


Further discussion by email until next telco on a realistic assumption for both MS noise Figure and BS noise figure.





Conclusions: 


Need to discuss whether TIGHTER assumptions are sensible to use for common MCL evaluation of legacy GPRS.


Need to check whether the assumptions used for MCL evaluation of legacy GPRS is based on CS-=1 or CS-5


Continue discussions by email until the next telco





Conclusions: 


Can initiate email discussion up to next telco considering input from the two contributions. 





Conclusions: 


Minimum application payload size = 20 bytes  ( agreed)


Maximum application payload size is FFS


Distribution


Distribution is heavy tailed (agreed)


Header overhead (between Application layer and above equivalent of SNDCP layer)


Constant value should be  assumed rather than distribution (agreed)


Header size of different protocols between application layer and above equivalent of SNDCP layer is FFS.





Further discussion by email until next telco using contributions from Vodafone, Ericsson and Huawei as input.
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