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1 Introduction
	CB: # 24_ESProcedure

-Introduce "Energy Efficiency" as one of the Report Characteristics IE? How to define the meaning and value of "Energy Efficiency"? Per node or per cell?

-Predicted "Energy Efficiency" needs to be introduced?

(CATT - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-226812


Please provide the comments before Thursday, November 17th, 15:00pm UTC.
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

To be captured in the Chairman notes:
Proposal 1:"Energy Efficiency" can be introduced as one of the Report Characteristics IE only when it is agreed to be a feasible metric that can be measured, produced and interpreted by the RAN
Proposal 2: AI/ML based energy saving aims to optimise the overall energy efficiency of the coverage of a gNB and its neighbours combined.

Proposal 3: Start with per node granularity EE and Per cell granularity EE could be considered if it is feasible.

WA: Take the EE defined in SA5 as the baseline when evaluating the overall energy efficiency of the coverage of a gNB and its neighbours combined.

WA: Predicted Energy Efficiency is exchanged between NG-RAN node.
FFS how to calculate the overall energy efficiency.
FFS on which of the following 4 options should be adopted

Option 1: Indicating the value of the ratio of data volume over energy consumption directly
Option 2: Define the EE metric in a more abstract way using a quantitative encoding, e.g., using EE values on a linear scale from 0 to 100.
Option 3: The metric of Energy Efficiency exchanged between NG-RAN nodes is an Energy Consumption related to an additional load. And exchanged EE metric between neighboring NG-RAN nodes is defined in the interval [0, 100].

Option 4: Deliver both data volume and energy consumption over RAN interfaces to let the requesting node calculate the overall DV and over EC of the specific area and thereby drive the overall EE.

3 Discussion
3.1 Introduction of "Energy Efficiency" as one of the Report Characteristics IE
Based on the contribution submitted this meeting, it seems all companies have the proposal to exchange the current energy efficiency between neighbor nodes. So, moderator would like to propose the following:

 Proposal 1: Introduce "Energy Efficiency" as one of the Report Characteristics IE
Q1: Do you agree with above proposal? Any comments? 
	Companies
	Agree or not?


	Comments

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	Energy Efficiency is an important data input for AI/ML.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes, but…
	We can agree to the addition of the EE metric, if it is a feasible metric that can be measured, produced and interpreted by the RAN. If we cannot conclude that the agreed metric is measurable and interpretable by the RAN, we do not see the usefulness of reporting it.

	Nokia
	Not yet
	Question is a bit premature since as Ericsson commented we haven’t yet agreed what this EE metric represents. In addition, the question is unclear since it is not indicated to which procedure the Report characteristics IE belongs to. This question is also not exactly related to AI/ML.  


Moderator’s summary:
10 companies say yes,1 company says yes with comments while 1 company says not yes.
For chairman notes:

"Energy Efficiency" would be introduced as one of the Report Characteristics IE only when it is agreed to be a feasible metric that can be measured, produced and interpreted by the RAN.
3.2 How to exchange the metric of Energy Efficiency
On how to exchange energy efficiency between NG-RAN nodes, several options are listed as below:

Option 1: Indicating the value of the ratio of data volume over energy consumption directly.
Option 2: Define the EE metric in a more abstract way using a quantitative encoding, e.g., using EE values on a linear scale from 0 to 100.

Option 3: The metric of Energy Efficiency exchanged between NG-RAN nodes is an Energy Consumption related to an additional load. And exchanged EE metric between neighbouring NG-RAN nodes is defined in the interval [0, 100].
Option 4: Deliver both its current and its predicted energy efficiency metrics (i.e. data volume + energy consumption) over RAN interfaces.

Before we make selection on the solutions, it is useful to first discuss several questions as below
3.2.1  Intention of AI/ML based energy saving

In 37.817, it is stated that the current energy-saving schemes are vulnerable to potential issues. And one important problem is that Actions that may produce a local (e.g., limited to a single RAN node) improvement of Energy Efficiency, while producing an overall (e.g., involving multiple RAN nodes) deterioration of Energy Efficiency. 
Based on above description, it could be deduced that AI/ML based energy saving aims to optimise the overall energy efficiency of the coverage of a gNB and its neighbours combined. Modertor would like to have the following proposal:

Proposal 2: Agree that the AI/ML based energy saving aims to optimise the overall energy efficiency of the coverage of a gNB and its neighbours combined.

Q2: Do you agree with above proposal? Any comments? 

	Companies
	Agree or not
	Comments

	CATT
	Yes
	We consider the overall energy efficiency (or the change of it before and after an action) a good reward for reinforcement-based AI/ML. It can also be used as an KPI to monitor other types of AI/ML.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	In principle, a gNB may locally work on energy saving optimization for its own purpose, but as this may impact the behavior of neighboring nodes with respect to energy consumption a common approach is strongly preferred from an operator’s perspective.

	Lenovo
	Yes, ideally
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	Usually the goal of operator is to achieve the high energy efficiency in a neighbourhood, not just for one NG-RAN node.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Ideally yes. But the intention may differ based on the deployment and implementation. It cannot be enforced via standards.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	But not sure if there are any spec impacts behind, anyway it is network implementation to decide the usage of the received EE.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	Energy saving should be achieved not for particular gNB but for overall the network side. However, now we don’t know what is the definition of “neighbours” to achieve highest gain of energy saving.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We should focus on improvements of energy consumption at RAN level and not only at a single node. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Overall network energy efficiency is of course desirable but this can be better done at the OAM side. A gNB can only try its best, based on its localized view of the network which may be more limited to its neighbours.


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree
For chairman notes:

AI/ML based energy saving aims to optimise the overall energy efficiency of the coverage of a gNB and its neighbours combined.

3.2.2  How to drive the overall energy efficiency of a NG-RAN node and its neighbors
If the answer to question 1 is yes, then it is required to discuss how to get the overall energy efficiency of a NG-RAN node and its neighbors. In [1], it is claimed that one NG-RAN node cannot get the overall energy efficiency by operating individual energy efficiency. And the overall EE could only be get by the overall DV/overall EC. An example is provided as below:
· Case A: Node1: DV=200, EC=20, DV/EC=10; Node2: DV=80, EC=80, DV/EC=1; overall DV/EC=2.8.
· Case B: Node1: DV=800, EC=80, DV/EC=10; Node2: DV=20, EC=20, DV/EC=1; overall DV/EC=8.2.
· Although Node3 receives DV/EC=10 from Node1 and DV/EC=1 form Node2, it is still not sure whether the overall DV/EC is 2.8 or 8.2.
Similar concern is also raised in [2] and [3]:

This makes it is possible that the ratio remains the same even though the energy consumption has increased if the Data Volume has also increased.
For example, a cell associated to a low EE may have a low DV (i.e., serve little traffic) or a high EC (e.g., serve high volumes of data but consume a lot of energy for it).
Q3: Do you agree that the overall energy efficiency should be derived via overall DV / overall EC? If not, what is your view on how to drive the overall energy efficiency based on individual energy efficiency?
	Companies
	Agree or not
	Comments

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	As stated before, we prefer a common approach across neighboring cells/nodes, therefore overall DV and overall EC have to be considered for that to get final EE.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Agree with the above analysis, and seems transferring DV and EC can reflect the EE more precisely, especially considering a more global optimization.

	CMCC
	Yes, agree
	To standardize the EE KPI, an absolute value should be input instead of a relative value. The overall DV and EC can provide the objective information for AI/ML.

	Intel
	See comment
	In our understanding, the overall EE optimization is targeted to not downgrade performance of a neighbour NG-RAN node when optimizing EE at the current NG-RAN node. Therefore, the EE performance gain should be compared between overall EE before optimization and overall EE after optimization.
Therefore, in above two cases, to optimize EE in the overall system, Node 3 may use AIML model to handover its workload to Node 1 (the one with higher EE). If we use case A as an example, assume Node 3 DV=50, EC=100, the overall DV/EC will improve from (200+80+50)/(20+80+100)=1.65 into (250+80)/(20+x+80), x is the delta energy consumption at Node 1 after handover. As long as x is smaller than 100, the overall energy efficiency is improved. 

To make this decision, Node 3 only needs to handover the workload to a better EE NG-RAN node. Therefore, by knowing EE from neighbouring NG-RAN node is enough.

	Qualcomm
	
	We prefer to have a standardized way of calculating EE, so that the receiving node understands meaning of the value in EE.

If it is provided in a scale of 0-100 without standardizing how to choose a value between 0-100, it is not possible for receiver to interpret the value received in EE. 

We understand it is not an easy task to calculate throughput and EC. But since SA5 has already made an attempt to standardize the calculation, we think it is better to reuse it for AI/ML as well. 

We are fine transmitting DV over EC or DV and EC as separate parameters.

	Samsung
	
	The calculation methods proposed by moderator and Intel are both reasonable. 

	Huawei
	See comments
	Nothing wrong with the description, but it is just one option; there might be other ways to reflect the energy efficiency. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	Agree with Lenovo. If only individual EEs and no actual value of DV and EC are provided, we cannot achieve energy saving in the meaning as mentioned in P2.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with the moderator.

	Ericsson 
	No
	Energy Efficiency does not need to reflect DV over EC. It should purely reflect energy consumption. This is because implementations may be such that the consumed energy and the delivered data volume may be uncorrelated. 

As an example, energy consumption may remain the same for data volumes between 100MB and 1GB. If we adopted DV over EC, we would have an increasing energy efficiency metric if data volume increased from 100MB to 1GB. However, the consumed energy (which is what we are trying to base AI/ML decisions on) would remain the same. Hence a DV/EC metric is misleading, as the receiving node would understand that the consumed energy is increasing, while this is not the case.

Likewise, there could be cases where energy changes while data volume remains unchanged. This is the case of, e.g. temperature changes at the RAN. In that case, energy consumption changes independently of data volume, hence it is incorrect to provide a metric that links DC and EC. The metric should only take energy consumption into account. 

	Nokia
	No
	Fully agree with Ericsson.


Moderator’s summary:
8 companies agree,3 companies do not agree while 1 company think it is one possible way.

For chairman notes:
FFS how to calculate the overall energy efficiency.
3.2.3 Whether to use EE KPI defined in SA5
Based on the contributions summited, many companies propose to use the EE KPI defined in SA5 as the baseline. However, there are some other company have doubt on it and propose to use score instead with the following reasons

It is impossible to measure the energy consumed in the RAN to transfer a certain amount of traffic, in particular on a per cell basis.
Energy efficiency calculated as data volume over energy consumption is difficult to determine, highly volatile, and difficult to interpret by neighboring NG-RAN nodes.
The EE KPI defined in TS28.554 does not allow to assess whether an NG-RAN node has low or high energy consumption. Changes in such EE value do not necessarily imply changes in energy consumption of an NG-RAN node and do not allow to assess whether an energy saving action resulted in an overall energy saving gain. The EE KPI is therefore not a useful input or feedback for AI/ML-based Network Energy Saving.
There is also proposal to use an Energy Consumption related to an additional load with the following reason:
Energy Efficiency Information sent to a neighbouring NG-RAN node may not be immediately interpretable by the node, unless additional information is provided regarding the user density, geographical conditions, climate zones, etc.

EE metric based on a ratio of Data Volume over Energy Consumption does not provide enough information on the impact of an action related to network energy saving. 

Calculation of absolute energy efficiency of a node or cell may not be feasible in all scenarios.  
 Q3: What is your view on whether to use the EE KPI defined in SA5?

	Companies
	Agree
	Comments

	CATT
	Yes
	A percentage is even harder to interpret. And what make it worse is that, one can never get the overall percentage grade from many separate percentages, similar to the calculation problem mentioned in Q2. But he can get the total EE by adding separate EEs, and the total DV by adding separate DVs.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Fine with EE KPI, but …
	From our perspective, exchanging just EE values between nodes doesn’t help, so DV and EC should be transferred separately. Having just an abstract metric like percentage does not bring any benefit, as it is not suitable for a multi-vendor environment (see our comments to Q4).

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	The definition by SA5 is a good baseline. We also agree that the DV and EC should be transferred separately, how to calculate and use these values in AI/ML is out of scope of 3GPP. And for further use cases and scenarios such as non-split RAN, 5G NF, network slicing, it can FFS.  

	Intel
	
	Considering we support both scenario (model training at OAM, model training at NG-RAN) for the use case, the input should be aligned among the two. Therefore, EE KPI defined in SA5 is preferred to be used as baseline.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Please see our comment above. SA5 EE KPI should be the starting point.
We are fine transmitting DV over EC or DV and EC as separate parameters.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Prefer to take the SA5 definition as the baseline.

	Huawei
	See comments
	We think it should be a straight forward way to refer to existing definition, nothing to be changed. 

On the other hand, we also think the abstract value (e.g. EE score) is enough for reflecting EE, and there is no need to define a detailed EE metric. The OAM could configure the detailed mapping of EE scores to actual EE values, or configure the maximum/minimum EE as well as scaling method. Based on such configuration, the neighbors can interpret the received EE score

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes, but…
	Definition of EE by SA5 is good to evaluate a EE of particular gNB, but as analyzed in 3.2.2., gathering or exchanging individual EE for each gNB defined by this way doesn’t help evaluate overall EE.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Prefer to take the SA5 definition as the baseline.

	Ericsson
	No
	As we mentioned many times, the metric DV/EC cannot be calculated when RAN nodes share hardware platforms, e.g. cloud RAN. Companies need to understand that the EC in this case can at best be provided as a guess of what energy is consumed per e.g. gNB-DU or per cell. Namely, EC is subject to high inaccuracy.

With that in mind one needs also to understand that basing AI/ML processes on a highly inaccurate piece of information can only lead to a non interoperable system. Vendor A will take decisions believing that the EE metric signalled by Vendor B is accurately representing consumed energy, while that is not the case. Indeed, the use of DV/EC may even lead to a negative impact on the system. 

Moreover, the RAN is not the OAM and it is not aware of implementation details of a neighbor RAN node. Such implementation understanding is essential to correctly interpret the DV/EC metric. As mentioned in Q2, for example, only by knowing that an implementation keeps the same energy consumption for a whole range of data volumes one can correctly interpret the DV/EC metric. 

Hence the DV/EC is not a suitable metric for inter NG-RAN signalling to support AI/ML energy saving.

On the contrary, if we define the EE metric as an index (0,..100) and if the operator can configure the energy consumption for value “0” and “100”, then the EE metric becomes unequivocal, as it can be derived on a linear basis.  

	Nokia
	No
	We agree with Ericsson. We had similar views in our contribution about the EE metric provided by SA5. 


Moderator’s summary:
10 companies agree,2 companies do not agree .

For chairman notes:
WA: Take the EE defined in SA5 as the baseline.
3.2.4 The Metric to be transferred in the Xn interface
The following 4 options are proposed this meeting
Option 1: Indicating the value of the ratio of data volume over energy consumption directly
Option 2: Define the EE metric in a more abstract way using a quantitative encoding, e.g., using EE values on a linear scale from 0 to 100.
Option 3: The metric of Energy Efficiency exchanged between NG-RAN nodes is an Energy Consumption related to an additional load. And exchanged EE metric between neighboring NG-RAN nodes is defined in the interval [0, 100].

Option 4: Deliver both data volume and energy consumption over RAN interfaces to let the requesting node calculate the overall DV and over EC of the specific area and thereby drive the overall EE.

Q4: Companies are invited to provide their views on the above options?
	Companies
	Preferred option 

	Comments

	CATT
	Option 4
	We think this is the only option to get the overall energy efficiency of the specific area, i.e. a node collects the DV and EC of its neighbor node and then calculate the EE of the area based on the ratio of overall DV over overall EC.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 4
	We share CATT’s view.
Having just EE (Option 1) or an abstract metric as in Option 2 does not bring any benefit, as it is not suitable for a multi-vendor environment. This can only work if some kind of normalization factors with respect to DV and EC are used for such purpose (similar what we have for CAC) and transferred between nodes.
Option 3 could be a better alternative, but would also require a definition of the normalization factor for the [0, 100] interval and related load value. 

	Lenovo
	Option 4
	Comparing to other options, option 4 can better support a global optimization as analyzed above. 

	CMCC
	Option 4
	Transfer DV and EC input as raw data, AI/ML model can use them according to its own algorithm. Also the DV should at least include DL Cell PDCP SDU Data Volume Measurements and UL Cell PDCP SDU Data Volume Measurements; EC should include Minimum, Average and Maximum Power Consumption, Transmit Power per cell. The Tx/Rx Array selections should be included with power consumption information, for the further energy saving use cases.

	Intel 
	Option 1
	As we commented in Q2, SA5 defined EE is enough.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1 or Option 4
	See our comments on 3.2.2

	Samsung
	Option 1 or option 4
	For option 2, as the evaluation method is up to implementation, different vendors may have different methods. Although the scores are same, the exact value of them may be not same. It is hard for the node to evaluate whether the decision has the bad impact on the overall energy efficiency.

For option 3, it is hard to training a model with various additional load. The input for a model needs to consider the historical/current EE and additional load. There are massive patterns for the input data, so it is hard to train such model.

	Huawei
	Option 2
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	Option 4
	Same as Lenovo, to achieve global optimization of energy saving, supporting option 4 is the best way. 

Option 1 (defined by SA5) can be adopted in inter-vendor scenario, but there should be additional information from gNB to achieve overall energy saving. Thus DV and EC should be exchanged separately.

	ZTE
	Option 1 or Option 4
	According to the EE definition in the SA5, the option 4 is a good way to calculate the EE metrics.

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We support to define the EE metric as an index (0,..100) and to be able to configure the energy consumption corresponding to values 0 and 100. In this way the metric is unequivocal as every value of the index can lead to an exact energy consumption value.

	Nokia
	Option 3
	We support to use the EE metric as an index in 0 to 100 range corresponding to Energy Consumption with the boundaries of this metric being under OAM configuration. However, we think that the actual value of this metric will also depend on the additional load that an energy saving action at a neighbour will incur. 


Moderator’s summary:
Option 1:1

Option 2:2

Option 3:1

Option 4:5

Option 1 or option 4: 3

For chairman notes:

FFS on which solution should be adopted

3.2.5  Per cell level or per node level 

Views are split on whether the energy efficiency metric should be per node or per cell. Some companies propose to have per cell level reporting since it is more helpful while others think it is not possible to provide per cell granularity considering multiple cells may share the same hardware. 
Moderator would like to propose the following:
Proposal: Per node granularity EE is supported. FFS on whether per cell granularity EE  is supported or not i.e. FFS on how to resolve the scenario that multiple cells share the same hardware. 
Q5: Do you agree with above proposal? Any comments?

	Companies
	Agree

	Comments

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	Getting the cell level granularity for EE would be preferrable, but dependent on implementation this is not easy to achieve. Therefore, we are ok to start with node level granularity. 

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes, but still prefer cell level.
	We prefer to start the per cell granularity now, but it is ok to start with per node level to get consensus. 

	Intel
	Yes
	In the virtual environment, it is possible that multiple cells are sharing the same HW platform, it is also possible that functionalities of one cell are spreading among multiple HW platforms. Therefore, it’s hard to evaluate the cell level granularity EE.

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	We understand that calculation of cell level EE is difficult. However, from AI/ML inference pov, cell level EE will be a useful parameter as compared to node level EE. Hence our preference is to support both node and cell level EE.

	Samsung
	Prefer cell level
	As the neighbour node may contains the cells that is not the neighbour of the energy saving cell, the EE decrement may come from these cells, which is not related to the ES decision. If taking node EE into consideration, the energy saving cell can not evaluate the correct impact for the ES decision. So the node-level is not valuable.

	Huawei
	
	We could start from node level, we think cell level should also be considered, since it will indicate more precise info about power consumption distribution among different cells.

Also, the ES actions are mainly taken on cell level, e.g. offloading UEs to neighboring cell. So per cell EE is useful for determining ES actions performed on cell level. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	We share a same view of DT. However, we think delivering DV per cell is not as difficult as delivering EC per cell and delivering DV per cell and EC per node may help a global optimization even if EE per cell cannot be calculated. If we support option 4 in Q4, it may be beneficial to consider granularity of DV and EC separately.

	ZTE
	Per Node first
	It’s hard to understand how to calculate the EE metrics per cell. We acknowledge that EE per cell is benefit for the AI/ML based energy saving decision. But in the current specs, there is definition of the EE per node rather than the EE per cell. We propose the EE per node as a start point.

	Ericsson
	Per node level
	We need to focus on the main objective of the EE use case, which is to optimize energy consumption at the RAN. 

Do we really care to know if energy consumption has increased for the processes relative to a specific cell? Or do we really care about whether energy consumption increased for the node serving that cell? 

Our focus is on energy consumption at node level because ultimately it is the energy of such node that we want to reduce. 

For example, deactivation of a given cell has an energy impact on the node that serves that cell. Why should we care about the energy efficiency for the processes relative to a cell?

Indeed, are such processes even isolated to a cell only? No. A power amplifier serves many cells, hence how can there be such a thing as energy consumed for a cell? At best one can talk about energy consumed by a group of cells. 

For these reasons we think that a per cell EE definition is not feasible.

	Nokia
	Prefer cell level if possible to calculate, node level otherwise
	Since an action may correspond to cell switch-on or switch-off decision it is natural that the “reward” or “cost” to evaluate benefits of this action will be on the same basis. However, in cases where cells may share common resources it would be ok to provide node level granularity. So both could be supported.


Moderator’s summary:
7companies support per node granularity 

4 companies are OK to start with per node but still prefer per cell granularity if it is feasible

1 company support per cell

For chairman notes:

Start with per node granularity EE and Per cell granularity EE could be considered if it is feasible.
a) Predicted Energy Efficiency
It seems all contributions under this topic have proposals to exchange predicted energy efficiency based on the discussion and clarification on the usage of predicted energy efficiency. As to how to exchange this information, companies propose to adopt the solution which is similar to current energy efficiency. So, moderator has the following proposal:
Proposal: Predicted Energy Efficiency is exchanged between NG-RAN nodes. How to exchange predicted energy efficiency follow the principle of current energy efficiency.

Q6: Do you agree with above proposal? Any comments?

	Companies
	Agree

	Comments

	CATT
	yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	We agree to exchange predicted energy efficiency and suggest to use event-base report to trigger it. 

	Intel
	Partially yes
	We agree hat the predicted EE is exchanged over Xn between NG-RAN node. However, we think it maybe better to use different messages for predicted information and current result, i.e. predicted EE uses new AIML procedure we agreed, and current EE uses resource status report.

	Qualcomm
	See Comments
	We think predicted EE is a useful parameter for AI/ML inference for EE, ME and LB use cases. We agree that predicted EE should be exchanged via XN.
On how to exchange we think it is better to use the new agreed AI/ML message agreed to transfer AI/ML inputs.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Predicted energy efficiency can help the node to make long-term ES decision to avoid switch on/off ping-pong.

	Huawei
	Yes
	 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	We should not jump the gun and agree to the exchange of predicted EE before agreeing on how to use such metric.

We have explained in our paper (R3-226498) that the predicted EE metric is useful when evaluating AI/ML actions before they are taken. Therefore a framework for such evaluation shall be in agreed before we can agree to the introduction of the predicted EE metric. 

	Nokia
	No
	Predicted energy efficiency in our view should try to reflect the expected impacts in terms of the EE metric of an action at a local node e.g., corresponding to an additional load at a neighbour and it should be used to help the local node decide whether it should take an action (e.g., switch-off a cell or request cell activation) or not. We don’t support to exchange predicted energy efficiency in a periodic way.  


Moderator’s summary:
10companies say Yes 

2 companies say No

For chairman notes:

WA: Predicted Energy Efficiency is exchanged between NG-RAN node.
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