Proposed Edits to the Evaluation Criteria Document (Version 17)

1. Section 4.3 (Traffic Models)
Discussion:
Two options currently appear in Section 4.3, both containing the same material except that Option 2 is sorted by Traffic Category and identifies a subset of the traffic types to be maintained in the document.   This proposal supports the basic approach put forward in Option 2 and proposes that one application from each traffic category be used for evaluating the 802.20 proposals.  This approach should provide sufficient information for assessing the absolute and relative performance of the 802.20 proposals while reducing the amount of work required for both producing and evaluating them.  

Proposed Modification:  Adopt or add Option #3


Table 1C: Characteristics Traffic Types Used for Evaluating of 802.20 Proposals

	#
	Application
	Traffic
Category
	Priority for Evaluation
	Availability of 
suitable traffic models
	Testing Variants


	1
	FTP

	Best-effort
	High
	Medium
	Fixed /deterministic
Heavy, Light

	2
	Web Browsing
	Interactive
	High
	High
	Heavy, Medium, Light

	3
	Video Streaming
	Streaming
	Medium
	Medium
	High-rate, low-rate

	4
	VoIP
	Real-time
	High
	High
	High-rate, low-rate


Consequentially edits:

A.  Delete the following sections:
4.3.6:  Video (Videotelephony/Videoconferencing)
4.3.7:   Audio Streaming
4.3.9:   Wireless Multi-Party Gaming Traffic, along with its subsections
B.  Reorder the sections as follows:
4.3.1:  User/Traffic Modeling Approach  (same as in Ver. 17)
4.3.2:  Packet Generation (same as in Ver. 17)
4.3.3:  FTP (currently section 4.3.4 in Ver. 17)
4.3.4:  Web Browsing (currently section 4.3.3 in Ver. 17)
4.3.5:  Voice (VoIP) (same as in Ver. 17)
4.3.6: Video streaming (currently section 4.3.8 in Ver. 17)
4.3.7:  Full Buffers (currently section 4.3.10 in Version 17) -- Note:  This model is used for Phase 1 evaluation, as shown in section 6 of the Evaluation Criteria document.
Rationale:  For evaluation purposes, we should only need to use a representative set of applications that span the space of traffic categories that will be supported on an 802.20 standard.  This will reduce the time and effort required for technology proponents to develop the 802.20 proposals, and will make it easier to for the 802.20 working group members to compare the relative performance of the different proposals based on a more limited set of application data.  The specific applications proposed in Option 3 were chosen because they are likely to be the most prevalent from each of the traffic categories and their traffic models are already shown in subsequent subsections of section 4.3.
2. Section 4.4 (Traffic Mix)

Discussion:
This section proposes what percentage of each traffic type should be contained in the overall traffic simulated for the evaluation of  802.20 proposals.  This traffic mix need not be representative of the actual traffic mix in the future 802.20 networks, merely a suitable mix for evaluation purposes.  Since it is likely that real networks will have different traffic mixes depending on the nature of each specific market, it would be most appropriate to remove any bias in the evaluation process by dividing the traffic equally between each of the four traffic categories:

Current Text:
OPTION #2 (Dan Gal Contribution C802.20-05/25)
A MBWA system is expected to support a mix of simultaneous traffic types. There can be different types of usage scenarios (multi-service v. single-type), different types of devices (laptops v. PDAs), different usage levels (intense v. light) and different delay/latency requirements (real-time v. best-effort). 

The previous sections are primarily concerned with the traffic models for each of the potential traffic types. As discussed in the previous section, these models are based on statistical analysis of measured traffic that yielded some invariant patterns that are not very dependant on the specific system. It is more difficult to describe a similar invariant mix of traffic types since these tend to depend more heavily on the type of system and the actual deployment mix of user device types. 

In the context of system performance evaluation, using traffic models, the specific traffic-mix should emphasize different aspects of the system performance, e.g. sustained throughput for file downloads v. faster response times for interactive applications.

A short list of representative applications and their corresponding percentage in a simulated system-wide traffic mix is shown in Table 7. 
Table 7B Traffic mix: percentage of different Traffic Types

	Traffic Category
	Application
	Percentage ( % )

	Best Effort
	FTP
	10 

	
	E-mail
	10

	Interactive
	Web browsing
	20

	
	Instant Messaging
	5

	
	Gaming
	5

	Streaming
	Video streaming
	10

	Real-time
	VoIP
	25

	
	Video Telephony
	15


Proposed Modification:  Add or adopt Option 3
Option #3:

A.  Adopt the same text as shown in Option 2.

B.  Replace Table 7B with Table 7C below:
Table 7C Traffic mix: percentage of different Traffic Types

	Traffic Category
	Application
	Percentage ( % )

	Best Effort
	FTP
	30 

	Interactive
	Web browsing
	30

	Streaming
	Video streaming
	30

	Real-time
	VoIP
	10


C. Adopt the proposed definition of “Traffic Mix” from Session 14 that is shown in red after Table 7B in Version 17 of the Evaluation Criteria Document.


Rationale:
The traffic mix in section 4.4 must be consistent with and limited to the applications presented in section 4.3.  Additionally, an equal percentage mix for data intensive applications (FTP, Web Browsing, Video Browsing) is proposed with a lower percentage assigned to the relatively low data rate application (VoIP). This removes undue bias to narrowband applications like VoIP in the simulation results. 

3. Chapter 16 (Simulation and Evaluation of various block assignments)
Discussion:
The current text only addresses paired block allocations for FDD systems.  Text is needed to address the unpaired block assignments for TDD systems.

Current Text:
Two sets of spectrum allocations
 (over which the results are quoted) are used in the comparative evaluation:


-   2X5 MHz (total 10 MHz) and
-   2X15 MHz (total 30 MHz)


Proposed Modifications:
Two sets of spectrum allocations
 (over which the results are quoted) are used in the comparative evaluation:


-   Total of 10 MHz:   2X5 MHz (paired) or 10 MHz (unpaired);    and
-   Total of 30 MHz:   2X15 MHz (paired) or 30 MHz (unpaired);
Rationale:
This information is needed and was missing from the current version.  This proposal ensures that an equal amount of spectrum is used for both FDD and TDD systems, thus ensuring that the performance achieved by each type of system will be comparable to each other.  
� See definition of spectrum allocation from the Terminology Annex of Requirements Document.


� See definition of spectrum allocation from the Terminology Annex of Requirements Document.





